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M „* having received very unfa- 
vourable , Impreſſions of Profeſſor 
Simſon, from want of due Information; 
Fherefore this Supplement is publiſhed for 
removing Prejudices, and ſetting this Af. 
fair in its due Light. And whereas ſome. 
Facts narrated in the Preface to the Second 
Edition of Profeſſor $;m/on's Caſe, have 
been controverted in a Pamphlet printed 


laſt Year ; leſt Silence ſhould be miſinter- 


prered, the Truth of all the Facts advanced 
in that Preface is here poſitively aſſerted, 
and the Author of that Pamphler is hereby 
challenged to make good his Charge. 
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A Continuation of the Caſe of Mr. JOHN 


'  SIMSON, &c. 


Aſſembly, met on the 22d of May 1727, and appoint- 
ed a Subcommittee to prepare a diſtin& Report of the 
Whole Affair againſt their next Meeting; which was according- 
ly brought in at their Meeting on the Bth' of Auguſt, viz. 
© That they having tonfidered 
© Time to overtake in Profeſſor Simon's Affair, it appeared to 
© them, that there remained to be conſidered in the Libel, 
mo, A Reſervation of Alleviations ariſing from the Excul- 
pation mentioned in the Minutes of Aſſembly May 15. P. m. 
© and at large ſet down in Page 92. of the Extract of the Preſ- 
© bytery of Glaſgow's Proceedings, to be conſidered afterwards, 
as to which, they were of Opinion, that the Conſideration 
of theſe Alleviations ſhould be delayed until the Committee 
have gone through the whole Libel. ' 
Ado, That the Aſſembly having in judging the th Article, 
© becaule of its Affinity with the = cauſed the 5th to be read, 
1 but reſtricted their Vote to the th; therefore the Committee 
& is to conſider, whether there remains any thing to be done 
* upon the 5th Article. | : 
e ztio, There being brought in to the Aſſembly the Report 
© of a Committee appointed to conſider the Proof of the 4th 
** Propoſition of the zd and 3d Articles of the Libel, which 
£ was found relevant; but the ſame not being judged by the 
*© Aſſembly, the Committee is to look into that Report, and do 
* init as they ſhall ſee Cauſe. K 
u, As to the Proof of the ſaid 4th Article, wiz. Profeſſor 


6“ Simſon's teaching, as his own Opinion, That the Three Perſons 


& of the Trinity are not to be = to be Numerically one in Sub- 
& ftance or Eflence, which the Aſſembly have found relevant; 
„ The Subcommittee found that the Proof is contained in the 
ce above mentioned Extract; and they direct the Committee to 
** cheDepolitions of Mr, Edward Boyd 3d Witneſs, Mr, William 
Toa Dy 
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. E Committee appointed by the venerable Aſſembly 
do ripen and prepare Mr. Smſon's Affair for the next 


all that the Aſlembly had not 
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80 Denniſtos the 5th, Mr. William Lang ford the roth, Mr. Char: 
F les Jervey the 11th, Mr. Alexander Campbell the 12th, Mr. 
John Mnirhead the 13th, Mr. Alexander Bar the 15th, ahd 
Fe Mr. William Maclae the 20th. | : 
- © 50, As to the 6th Article of the Libel, viz. And you likes 
wiſe affirmed, that in the Trinity there are Three intelligens 
+ Agents or Beings 3 the Subcommittee gave it as their Opinion, 
& that this Article may be divided into two Propoſitions. (.) 
© That there are Three intelligent Agents in the Trihity: 2.) 
& That theſe Agents are Three Beings. And as to the firſt of 
# theſe Propofitions, they found that the Profeſſor, in his An- 
cc {wers and Defences againſt the Libel, Page 76. of the foreſaid 
& Extract, does acknowledge the ſame; And as to the ſecond 
hy Propoſition, 5 Proof ol it is in the ſitions of Mr. iI. 
C jam Brown the 6th Witneſs, and Mr. James Bain the 7th. 
% Bur che Subcommitte referred to the Committee to conſider 
<* from the Depolitions themſelves, whether they agree in Time 
& and Place, and if the Proof be poſitive. 14 
„ And as to the 7th Article of the Libel, viz. Deus Pater 
4 fuit ante Deum Filium, non tempore ſed cauſalitats; and alſo 
„ theſe Words, Ni ſupponamus Deum non poſſe creare ab æterno: 
& For the Proof of this there is only one Witneſs, viz. Mr. 
& James Sloſs the 1ſt. | : 
FTheſe are the Articles upon which Witneſſes have been led. 
& As to the other following Articles of the Libel, the Proof 
C0 thereof ariſes from the Profeſlor's Letters and Papers, viz. 
1. Self. exiſtence, ec. may be talen, and were by ſome Au- 
te thor taken in a Senſe that includes the perſonal Property of 
& the Father, and ſo not belonging to the Son. The Proof of 
6 this is in Page 5th of the ſaid Extract, | | 3d 
» *© 2. Toutold not the Senſe in which Neceſlary-exiftence, &c. 
* might belong to the Son. 3 
& 3. In inculcated the foreſaid Diſtinction as a neceſſary Cau- 
4c ion to the Students. The Proof of this is in Pages 23d and 
4% 224 of the Extract. | 
* 4. u uſed to affirm you would take it as a Piece of uſeful 
*© Caution, &c. if the Presbytery of Glaſgow would declare the 
c true Meaning of that Engliſh Term of Art, Self-exiſtence, when 
4 it js to be affirmed of the Perſon of the Son, and you ſaid the 
& (ame of the Holy Ghoſt: The Proof of this is in Page 23d of 
cc the firſt of the Caſe.“ 5 ! 
Then the Committee appointed the Profeſſor to be writ to, 
and cited to attend their next quarterly Meeting. ; 
U pon the 7th of November the Committee met, and Mr. Sims 
n waited on them, and they reſolved to go on to the Conſido 
ration of the Articles of the Libel and Proof, as they are propo- 
fed in their Subcommittee's Report, and to allow the Profeſſor to 
inſiſt upon his Grounds of Alleviation, relative to the ſeveral Ar- 
ticles, as they go through the ame- Net 
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Wovember g. The Aſſembly's 5 upon the faid 4th 
Propoſition, Report of the Committee of Aſſembly, and Depaſi+ 
tions of the Witnelles as to that Propoſition, were again read; and 
the Profeſſor being fully heard upon his Defences and Objections 
again the Proof of the ſame, the Committee took under Conſi · 

lcration the Proof of the firſt Part of the ſaid Propofition, pizy, 

That the Terms Neceſſary. exiſtence and Independency were im- 
pertinent, and not to he uſed in talking of the Trinity, And che Dex 
poſitions of the Witneſſes as to this Part being porous conſi · 
dered, the Committee were of Opinion, that the foreſaid rü Part 
of the 4th Propoſition was proven by Mr. William Brown's Oath, 
N. 6. who depones, That the Profeſſor aſſerted, that the Terms 
Necefſarily-exiſtent and Independent were impertinent, and not 
zo be uſed in talking of the Trinity; and by Mr, William Maclae g 
Oath, N. 20. who depones, That he affirmed the —— Terms were 
not uſed in Scripture, and were impertinent; and likewiſe by Mr. 
Thomas Hamilton's Oath, N. 17. who depones, He ſaid that the 
Words Dependent and Independent were unfit to be uſed; and h 
Mr. Alexander Bar's Oath, N. 15. who depones, That he hears 
the Profeſſor, when ſpeaking of the Independency and Neceſlaryy 
exiſtence of our Lord Chr, Jay, That theſe Terms were not pray, 
per, or fit to be uſed, when ſpeaking of the Trinity, 4 | 

Then the Committee proceeded to conſider the ſecond Part af 


the faid Propoſition, wiz. That the Terms Necellary-exiſtence 


and [ndependency were philoſophical Nicegies we know nothing 4- 
bout. And having conſidered the Proof with relation to it, they 
found, the Mr. William Boyd, gth Witneſs, depones, That ta 
this Objection moved to the Profeſſor, viz. Then it is poſſible tha 
Son might not have been, and the Father might have been with - 
out him, the Profeſſor anſwered, that it is a philoſophical Nicety 
we know nothing about; and Mr. Thomas ＋ 17th Wir 
neſs, depones, That upon a Student's urging, That then the San 
would not be Independent, or would be Dependent, the Pr 
ſeſſor anſwered, Theſe Terms are unfit : And upon the Student's 
further urging, That then the Son might not have been, he Pre- 
feſor anſwered, How do you or wg know that? And he depones 
hat the Profeſſor added, (whether after the urging the firſt Parꝭ, 
or both Parts of the Difficulty, he cannot be poſitive) That we 
are not ſo nicely to philoſophize when ſpeaking of the Perſons of the 


Trinity, or, That theſe were philoſophical Niceties. The Im- 


port of which Proof, above plaigly laid down, the Commip- 
tee leaves to the Conſideration of the Aſſembly. 

Then the Profeſſor alledged, That when ho uſed ſuch Ex- 
— he was ſpeaking only with relation ta the perſonal 
Properties of the Divine Perſons ; and he offered ro prove this 
from ſome of the Witneſles their Depoſitions; and he defired ha 


might be allowed to give in his Alledgeance in Writing to tha 
next, Sederunt ; Which 


the Committee did allow. 
A2 Novembes 
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November 9. The Profeſſor, according to the Committee's Al- 
lowance, gave in à Paper, wherein he deſired, hat for cleari 
the Meaning of the Witneſſes deponing on the Proof of the 


Propoſition of the zd and 3d Articles, they would alſo add the 


Depoſitions of theſe Witneſſes, that ſeem to exculpate or alleviate, 
wiz. The firſt Part of the Depoſition of Mr. William Brown, 


N. 6. and of Mr. Boyd, N. 9. Deponing, That the Words Depen- ' 


dent and Independent were not fit to be uſed with reſpect to the Tri- 
nity, or to expreſs their perſonal Properties by. Of Mr, M*Clae, 
Witneſs 20. When the Profeſſor was ſpeaking of the perſonal Pro- 

rties of the Father and Son, Mr. Brown a Student propoſed an 
Objection, &c. Of Mr. Chapman, Witneſs 22. Who heard the 
Profeſſor ſay, That the Term Independency, when made uſe of on 
the per ſonal Properties of the Father and Son, were unfit. Of Mr. 


Ritchie, Witneſs 2. who depones, That he heard an Argument 


proponed by a Student to the Profeſſor, whereof the Concluſion was, 
Then the Son is Dependent: The Profeſſor anſwered, That the 
Terms Dependent and Independent could not be properly applied 
to the Relations of the Divine Perſons, And of Mr. Johnſton, 
N. 29. Mr. Stirling, N. 26. and Mr. Hamilton, N. 17. 

After reading ofthis Paper, it being propoſed by ſome Mem- 
bers, that the following Remark on the Proofof this Propoſition 
ſhould be rfanſmirred to the Aſſembly; and Mr. Simſon defirin 
it might be tranſmitted, to wit, That the whole Diſcourſe in which 
it appears by the N that the Proſeſſor uttered the Expreſ- 

tons, mentioned in the 4th Propoſition, poſterior to the Student's pro- 
poſing his Objeftion, is not comprehended in the Depoſitions relative 
to that gth Propoſition ; and that it appears not from the ſaid Depo - 
ſitions, that they were uttered in more than one Diet of Teaching 
the Committee agreed to tranſmit the ſame. 

Then the Profeſſor deſired, That ſeeing the Committee had 
now conſidered the Proof of the ſaid 4th Propoſition, they 
might next take under Coſideration his Articles of Exculpation, 
relating to the whole 2d and 3d Articles of the Libel, as they 
ſtand in the Abbreviate of the Depoſitions made up by the Pres- 
bytery of Glaſgow, and particular Articles of Exculpation drawn 
up by himſelf, which he thinks do contain conſiderable Grounds 
of Alleviation of all that he is accuſed of in the ſaid 2d and 3d 
Articles, This Defire the Committee did agree toz and the 
faid Abſtracts being read, the Committee reſted ſatisfied as to 
the Abſtract of the Depoſitions made by the Presbytery of 
Glaſgow, ſeeing they Were alſo acquieſced in by the Profeſsor. 
But as to the Abſtract of the particular Articles of Exculpation 
drawn by the Profeſsor himſelf, they appointed Maſters Robert 
Wordrow, William Love and Matthew Crawfurd, to look into 
the Depoſitions of the Witneſses related to in theſe Articles, and 
compare them together, and report to the next Sederunt, whe. 


Marc 


cher they find them exact. 
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March 14. poſt meridam. The 3 called for a Report 


4 from their Sub-commirtee, named the Day before, to compare the 
F Profeſsor's Articles of Exculpation with the Depoſitions of tlie 
2 Wirnelses relative thereto; and they reported, That they had 
compared the Profeſsor's Abſtract of his particular Articles of 
E Exculpation, for alleviating the Charge laid againſt him in the 
d zd and zd Articles of the Libel, with the Depoſitions of the 
1 Witneſses related to cherein, and found them to agree. 
being to proceed to conſider the Grounds of Alleviation of the 
* Charge in the ſaid two Articles, the four Propoſitions into 
= which theſe Articles are divided, and which are found relevant 
by the Afembiy, were read from the Aſsembly's Minutes, and 
5 2 Profeſsor offered to the Committee and di to the Clerk 
the following Grounds for Alleviation, viz. 
"4 imo, That he offered to prove by the Witneſses that were 
& ff ** adduced againſt him, That he taught, as his own Judgment, 
- the expreſs Words of the Articles in the Confeſſion of Faith, 
* © oppoſed to the foreſaid Articles of the Libel, zo wit, Chap. 
K & 2. and Chap. 8. $ 2. and that he did not deny or impugn 
5 any of theſe Articles.“ | 2 
BY Ado, That he taught, that all the}Eſſential Perfeftions ofthe 
0 Father agree to the Son, but not the perſonal Property; and 
3 * that whatever could be affirmed of the Father, ought to be 
4 7 affirmed of the Son, except his perſonal Property.” i 
- 7 © 3tio, That it does not appear from the Depoſitions of the 
1 © Witnef5es, that he has denied of the Son any Eſſential Perfe- 
bo -þ c ion of the Father.” a | 
1 And for the Proof of the firſt Branch of the firſt Ground, he 
03 eondeſcended * the Depoſitions of Mr. Boyd the 3d Witneſs, 
| Mr. Langford the roth, Mr. Jervey the 11th, Mr. Ritchie the 
ad | zd, Mr. Duncan the 4th, and Mr. Carmichael the 24th. m 
oy | For Proof of the fecond Branch thereof, upon the Depoſi- 
u. tions of Mr. Peden the 25th Witneſs, Mr. Macalpine the 27th, 
cy | Mr. Carmichael the 24th, and Mr. Anderſon the 21ſt. : 
=. | For Proof of his ſecond Ground of Alleviation, he pitched 
-_— upon the Depoſitions of Mr. Bannantyne the 18th Witneſs, Mr. 
* Miller the 19th, Mr. Maclae the zoth, Mr. Stirling the zcth, 


10 Mr. Coats the 28th, and Mr. Ritchie the 2d: 
1 . 
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DEPOSITIONS on the 1ſt and 2d Branches 


of Exculpation extended, 
Branch Firſt, 


Witneſſes which prove, that the Profeſſor taught as 


bis own Fudgment, the expreſs Words of the Ar- 
. Ficles of the Confeſſion of Faith, oppoſed to the 
Articles of the Libel, viz. Cbap. zd and Chap, 
8. 2. and that be did not deny nor impugn any 
of them. | 
K. R. Ed. Boyd Wit. 3. p. 78. $ 2. and of the laſt Edit. p. 


114. 82 nes, That the Time libelled, he heard 
the Profeſſor Sch — * che 2d Chap. of the Confeſſion of 


Faith, the Doctrines therein, in the Words of the ſaid Conf. 


and he heard him teach them, as his own Judgment, ſo far as 
he remembers; and that he heard the Profeſſor _ the 2d 
S of the 8th Chap. of the ſaid Conf. and heard him explain 
the ſaid &. he does not remember his Explication, but was 


pretty ell ſatisfied with it at the Time. 


2. Mr. Lang ford Wit. 10. Caſe p. 84. laſt Ed, 120. $ 1. De- 
pones, Thar he heard the Profeſſor teach as his own judgment, 


the Doctrine of Go p, and the Holy Trinity, contained in the 


ad Chap. of the Confeſſion of Faith; and alſo heard him teach the 
8h Chap. of the Conf, particularly the Beginning of the 2d 5. 
chat the Son of Gon, the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, is very 
and Eternal GQD, of one Subſtance, and equal with the Father; 
Thathe has heard the Profeſſor teach, That the Son has Life in 
himſelf, according to chat Scripture, Joh. v. 26. and prove by 
the uſual Arguments, that the Son is GOD. And that the Pro- 


felſor did not take the Word GOD in an improper Senſe, ſo as 


to ſignify one that has ſpiritual Domination and Power; againſt 


| _ Notion he warmly recommended tothe Students, to read 


great and learned Guſſetivs, upon the Word Elohim : That 
he heard the Profeſsor teach, that the Son is etergally begotten of 
the Father: And the Deponent never heard him inſinuate in the 
leaſt, that he was created or made: That the Profeſsor did the 
laſt Winter, in general, cenſure the Arian Doctrines, of which 
there is a full Account in Theodorar's Hiſtory, to which he referred 
the Students, particularly the Poctrinę, that there was a Time, 
in which the Son was not; and that he was of a mutable Nature. 
3. Mr. Jervey Wit. 11. p. 85. & laſt Ed. p. 121. 8 1. That 
in the Seſſion begun Ofober 1952.5, he heard the Profeſſor one 


5 Day reach, upon the 2d Chap. of che Confeſſion Faith; and = 


ee 
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his Remembranee, he heard him not deny or impugn any AR 
icle or Doctrine therein contained: Tias he pas Any the 
agg ſay oftner than once, that the Son is very and eternal - 
y GOD, and that he is poſseſsed of all Divine Perfections 3 
and heard him deny that the Son was created or made, when 
refuting the Arian Hereſy ; and heard him teach, that the Son 
was eternally begotten of the Father, _ 
4. Mr. Ritchie Wit. 2. * 76. 5 laſt, and laſt Ed. p. 112. 5 laſt, 
pones, he heard the Profeſsor aſsert, that the three Divine 
erſons were of one Subſtance, Power and Eternity, and equal in 
ower and Glory, that is, infinite, eternal and unchangeable, 
in his Being, Wiſdom, Power, Holineſs, Juſtice, Goodnehs, and 
other Divine Perfections. And that he added from that Text 
in ſecond Pſalm, I will declare the Decree, thou art my Son, 
this Day have I begotten thee. This Text proves, that the Son 
Is * as FN — is eternal. xe that this 2 
in the Seſſion of the College begun 1725, when teaching on 
8h Chap. of the Confelſus of Pair. 1 
5. Mr. Duncan Wit. 4. p. 79. at the Foot, and laſt Ed. p. 115. 
at the Foot, Depones, That he heard him teach upon the 2d 5 
of the 8th Cape of the Confeſſion of Faith, that the Son of Gop, 
the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, is very and eternal GOD, of 
one Subſtance, and equal with the Father; and taught it with 
Satisfaction as the Deponent thought. | 
6. Mr. Frederick Garmichael Wit. 24. p. 93. S laſt, and laſt 
Ed. p. 130. $ 2. Depones, That he heard the Profeſsor teach 
upon the 2d Chap. of the Confeſſion of Faith, and that he taught 
the Propoſitions therein as his own Opinion; and recommended 
them as the beſt Form of Words he ever met with, for expreſſing 
what the Scripture taught us, concerning the Myſtery ofthe Trini- 
ty; and that he heard the Profeſsor teach on the 8th Chap. of the 
nf. and particularly teach as his own Opinion, That the Son 
of God, the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, is very and eternal 
GOD, of one Subſtance, and equal with the Father. And that 


he heard the Profeſsor aſsert and prove, that the Son of Go Þ was 
neither created nor made; and heard him upon Pi#ter afsert, That 


Chriſtus filius Dei, creaturas omnes dignitate infinite ſuperat, cum 
omnes creaverit non ut inſtrumenium, ſed per efficaciam ſus poten- 
ria; and heard the Profeſsor remark, that to call the Father cauſa 
fili, was a harſh Way of ſpeaking; and that he has heard him, in 
8 to that Way of ſpeaking, oftner than once ule theſe 
Words, Pater eſi prior filio, ordine & paternitate, ſed non tempore, 
7. Mr. Pedin Wit. 25. p. 94. andlaſt Ed. p. 131. $ I. De- 


pones, That ſince October 1725, he has heard the Profeſsor read 
and explain the 2d Chap. of the Confeſſion of Faith, and does not 


remember that he denied or impugned any Article therein. That 


laſt Seſſion he heard him read and explain the Sth Chap. of the 
aid Conf. and teach as Ns Mn Opinion, That ths $on of 9 


* e 
Son 


and prove, that the Son was not created, ezc. 


| of one. Subſtance, and equal with the Father. And that 


9 thought, he has heard the Profeſsor ſay, that the 
on of Gop was neither made nor created, and that the Son 
was eternally begotten of the Father pa 
8. Mr. Macalpine Wit. 27. p. 96. $ 2. and laſt Ed. p. 133; 


'6 *. Pepones, That he has heard him teach the ſecond Chap, 


of the Conf. and alſo the' 8th Chap. and did nor hear the Pro- 
feſsor expreſs himſelf diſsatisficd with any Article therein, but 
recommended them to the Students, as the beſt Expreſſions they 
could make uſe of, to expreſs themſelves on the Subjects men- 
tioned in theſe Chapters; and has heard the Profeſsor aſsert 
9. Mr. Campbell Wit. 12. p. 85. at Foot, and laſt Ed. p. 121. 
at the Foot, Depones, That he heard the Profeſsor ſay, that the 
Son was very and eternal Go p, and (as the Deponent thought 
in Oppoſition to Dr. Ciarł) that Chriſtus eſt Deus natur. 
10. Mr. Anderſon Wit. 21. p. 92. 5 1. and laſt Ed. p. 128. 
2. Depones, He heard the Proteſsor aſsert, that the ſecond 
Perſon of the Trinity was no other God from the Father; 
and that the Son was poſseſsed of all Divine Perfections with 
the Father, his perſonal Property only excepted. And that he 
has heard him aſsert, that the Son was eternally begotten of 
the Father, and was no Creature. | * 
11. Mr. Chapman Witneſs 22. p. 92. End of the Iſt 6 and 
& 2d, and laſt Ed. p. 129. Depones, That he heard the Profefior 
teach, That the three Perſons of the Trinity were the ſame in 
Subſtarice, equal in Power and Glory, and diſtinguiſhed only by 
their perſonal Properties: And that he has heard him aſsert and 


prove that the Son was not, or could not be ſaid to be created 


or made; and that the Son muſt be eternally begotten, without 
any Beginning of Time; That the naming the Father cauſa Fi- 
lu, was a very improper. Way of Speaking, and that Pater eſf 
prior filio paternitate, but not prior tempore. at there was an 
utter Diſparity bet wixt the Eternity of the World, and the eter- 
nal Generation of the Son of GOD; and gave this Reaſon for 
it, That the World muſt be finite; whereas the Son of GOD 
mult be of infinite and unlimited Perfections. That the beſt 
Notion we could have of the Son's eternal Generation, was 
given us in John 5. 26. As the Father hath Lift in himſelf, 
ſo he hath given to the Son to have Life in himſelf. — 
Iz. Mr. Meek Witneſs, 16. p. 88. $ 2. and laſt Edit. p. 124. 
S 2. of the Depoſition, Depones, That he heard the Profeſsor 
teach as his own Opinion, That the Son is Very and Eternal 
GOD, of one Subſtance and equal with the Father. 
13. Mr. M<Clae Witneſs 20. p.91. 5 r. and laſt Edit. p. 127. 
Sr: depones, That he heard the Profeſſor ſay, That the Unity of 


three Perſons of the Trinity, was not ſpecifical, becauſe this 


would 
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would be to make them three Gods. And that he has heard 
him teach as his own Opinion the Doctrine contained in the 
ſecond Chapter of the Confeſſion of Faith, as to Chriſt's being 
the true GOD, and a God ot infinite berfections. This the 


Profeſſor proved in his Prelection on the 8th Chapter of the 


Confeſſion, from the Notion of GOD with which the whole 
Scriptures is uſhered in, viz. That of being Creator: And ſee- 
ing Chriſt is ſaid to be the Creator in the firſt of John's Goſ- 

; therefore he muſt be the ſame with that only true GOD, 
ſpoken of by all the Writers of the Old Teſtament. Chriſt's 
being the true God he proved likewiſe from the Import of the 
original Words in Iſaiah ix. and 6. El-Gibbor, where he ob- 
ſerved the Word, El, with the adjoined Epithet Gibbor, could 
be applied to no Being but the true GOD; and that this was in 
the Seſſion begun October 1725; and the Profeſſor ſaid the ſame 
in refuting Doctor Clark's Opinion. 

14. Mr. Macculloch Witneſs 23d. p. 93. $ 2. and laſt Edit. 
p. 129. $ 2. Depones, That he heard the Profeſſor teach, That 
the Son of GOD, the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity is Very and 
Eternal GOD, of the ſame Subſtance, and equal with the Fa- 
ther; That Chriſtus eſt idem ens cum patre, tantummodo perſo- 
na diſtinctus, and that the Son is eternally begotten of the Fa- 
ther, without Beginning of Duration; and that he heard him 
make Uſe of that Scripture, John v. and 26. in explaining the 
ſaid eternal Generation. 

15. Mr. Stirling Witneſs 26. p. 95. $ laſt and laſt Edit. p. 
132. $ 1, Depones, That he heard the Profeſſor teach the ſe- 
cond Chapter of the Confeſſion of Faith, and expreſs himſelf 
well ſatisfied with the Doctrine therein; and alſo heard him 
teach the 8th Chapter of the ſaid Confeſſion, and teach as his 
own Opinion, That the Son of God, the ſecond Perſon of the 


Trinity, is very and eternal God, of one Subſtance and equal 


with the Father; and that the Son of God was neither created 
nor made: That he has heard the Profeſſor affirm and prove, 
that the Son of God was eternally begotten of the Father, with- 
out Beginning of Duration; and that the Son was by Nature 
God, and infaitely above all created Beings whatſoever ; That 
Pater eft prior filio, non tempore ſed ordine; and that whatever 
could be affirmed of the Father, ought to be, or ſhould be af- 

firmed of the Son, excepting the Father's perſonal Property. 
16. Mr. Muirhead Witneſs 13. p. 86. and laſt Edit. 122, 
laſt Parr of the Depoſition, depones, That he heard the Pro- 
feſſor ſay, That there were three Perſons in the God-head; that 
they were ſo far different, that there were different Properties 
applied to them; the Father was of none, neither begott»n nor 
proceeding, the Son was begotten of the Father, and the Holy 
Ghoſt proceeding from both; but they were ſo far one, that 
they might be juſtly called, The — living and true G = D. 
| 17. ey 
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17, Mr: Hamilton Witneſs 17. p. 89. $ 24 and laſt Edit. Po 


* 


125. $ 2. Depones, That he has heard the Profeſſor teach, 

nat the Son was very God, and prove it from his creating of 
the World, and that when the Profeſſor was teaching on Chap. 
2. § 3. of the Confeſſion of Faith, he heard him, ſay, That it 
was the ſame Subſtance, when ſpeaking of the Perſons of the 
Trinity; and added, That it muſt be to, becauſe of the Simpli- 
city ot the Divine Perfections. Depones, That he remembers 
the Profeſſor made ule of ſome Arguments for proving that the 
Son was eternal. | 

18. Mr. Millar Witneſs 19. p. 90. $ 2. and laſt Edit. p. 126, 
$_z- Depones, That he heard the Profeſſor teach that the Son 
of God, the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, is very and eternal 
God, of one Subſtance, and equal with the Father; Thar all 
the Divine Perfections belong to the Son, as well as to the Fa- 
ther, only the Father's perſonal Property, did not agree to the 
Son. | | 


Second Brauch of Exculpation. 


Witneſſes which prove that the Profeſſor taught 
(in ſpeaking of the Equality of the Son with 
the Father ) that all the eſſential Perfectious 
of. the Fatber agree to the Son, but not the 
perſonal Property; and that whatever could 
be affirmed of the Father, ought to be affirmed 
of the Son, except bis perſonal Property. 


1. R. Banantyne Witneſs 18. p. 89. $ laſt, and laſt Edit. 

p- 126. 5 2. Depones, he has heard him teach, That 

all the eſſential Perfections of the Father agreed to the Son, but 

= perſonal Property of the Father could not be applied to the 
on 


2. Mr. Millar Witneſs 19. p. 90. S 2. and laſt Edit. p. 126. 
S 3. Depones, That he heard the Profeſſor teach, That all Di- 
vine Perſections belong to the Son, as well as to the Father, 
only the Father's perſonal Property did not agree to the Son. 
3. Mr. M Clae Witneſs 20. p. 91. 5 1. and laſt Edit. " 
127. $ 2. Depones, That he has heard the Profeſſor teach, 
that all the Divine Perfections belonging to the Father, belonged 
alfo ro the Son, but the perſonal Property: Alſo, that Jeſus 
Chriſt is ſaid to be the Creator, and — to ereate required in- 
finite Perfection, and a Being of infinite Perfection could not 
be created: That the Son was eternally begotten of the Father, 
wuhout Beginning of Time, and that he was the fame _— the 
ather. 


* — 
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Father, To prove which, among Reaſons, he made uſe - 
of that Text in the 1 Epiſt. of John, And there are Three that 
bear Record in Heaven, &c. The Authentickneſs of which 
Text he faid was diſputed by ſome, but he aſserted it. De- 
nes, That he heard the Profeſsor teach, that the Son of God 
y his proper Perfections created the World; and when it is 
ſaid of him in the New Teſtament, By whom alſo he made the 
Worlds, the Particle $14 was not to be underſtood inſtrumea- 
Javier. C 
4. Mr. Stirling Witneſs 26. p. 95. $ laſt, and laſt Edit. p. 
132. $ 1. Depones, That whatſoever could be affirmed of t 
Father ought to be, or ſhould be affirmed of the Son, except- 
ing the Father's perſonal Property. 

5. Mr. Coats Witneſs 28. p. 97. $ 2. and laſt Edit. p. —— — 
5 81 Depones, That he heard the Profeſsor refute all the Branches 
of the Arian Hereſy, and particularly teach, That the Son of 
God was neither created nor made, but was eternally hegotten 
of the Father, and that he was infinitely above all Creatures as 
being Creator: That he has heard the Profeſsor ſay, That eve- 
ry Thing that is to be affirmed of the Father, is to be affirmed 
of the Son, except the Father's perſonal Property; and this he 
has heard the Profelsor ſeveral Times affirm, 

6. Mr. Ritchie Witneſs 2. p. 77+ $ 1. and laſt Edit. p. 113. 
§ 1. Depones, That he heard the Profelsor aſsert, that there 
was nothing affirmed of the Father, but what ought or ſhould 
be affirmed of the Son, except the Farher's perſonal Property, 
which is incommunicable. Being interrogate, Whether or nct 
he heard the Profeſsor ufc this Argument, That from created 
Perſons having each a different Subſtance, we could not infer 
or conclude, that each Divine Perſon behoved to have a diffe- 
rent Subſtance, becauſe the Subſtance of created Perſons was 
finite, and the Divine Subſtance was icamenſe; Depones, that 

e has heard him uſe that Argument. | * 

From all which, the Defendant hopes from the Juſtice of the 
venerable Aſsembly, That they will find he has in the ordinary 
Courſe of his teaching, been careful to teach the Doctrine of 
the Holy Trinity, — of the true and proper Deity of the Son 
of God, as it is taught in the Holy Scriptures, and ſummed up 
in our Confeſſion of Faith and Catechiſms; and has been 
careful not only to aſsert, bur to prove to the Students, that 

N all the eſsential Per fections of the Father belong to che San - 
$ qually with the Father; and that only the Father's perſonal 

$ Property, as deſcribed in our Confeſſion of Faith and larger 
Catechiſm, Anſwer to Queſtion 9. do not belong to him, 
And ſeeing he has ſo plainly and fully taught this Doctrine, 
and ſtill believes and adheres to the Doctrine of our Confeſ- 
ſion of Faith, which he has ſubſcribed, he humbly thinks, he. 
has Reaſon to expect, that the Aſsembly will think him ſound 
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in the Faith on this Article, and be ſatisfied that he is not 
tainted with any Socinian or Arian Error about it, ſeeing it is 
manifeſt, That none who have been formerly, or are now 
tainted with any of theſe Errors, would either fign the ſajd 
Confeſſion, or teach and explain theſe Doctrines, as the Wat- 
neſses have proved he has done. 87 

The Committee reaſoned amongſt themſelves, upon the Me- 
thod and Order in which it would be moſt proper for them 
to proceed, vix. If they ſhould firſt conſider, how far the ſore- 
ſaid Grounds offered by the Profeſsor, are relevant to alleviate, 
if proven, and then conſider the Proof; or if they ſhould begin 
with the Proof: And ir being moved by ſome of the Mem- 
bers, that tho? it was not to be queſtioned, but that the Com. 
mittee had Power to give their Judgment to the Afsembly as 
to the Relevancy, yet it would be more expedient to refer the 
judging in it entirely to the Aſsembly themſelves, a Queſtion 
was put, Judge the Relevancy or refer? And it carried Judge; 
but the Committee reſolved in the firſt place to begin with the 
Proof; and the Profeſsor being called in, theſe Parts of the 
Depoſitions of all the abovenamed Witnelses, which touch the 
foreſaid firſt and ſecond Grounds of Exculpation, were read, 
and the ſame being conſidered by the Committee ſeverally, they 
were of Opinion, That the ſaid two Grounds of Exculpation 
were proven by concurring Teſtimonies: And having cauſed 
the third Ground to be read, they judged, that the ſame would 
come more properly to be conſidered in the Relevancy, and 
therefore they reſolved to conſider it in that View. 

March 15th, ante meridiem. The Committe being to pro- 
ceed to conſider, how far the Grounds of Exculpation, found 


proven Yeſternight, were relevant to alleviate; the Profeſsor 


was heard at great Length, to inſiſt on all the Arguments he 
could bring from the Depoſitions of the Witneſſes, and other 
parts of the Proceſs, to enforce his Grounds of Alleviation 
and all the parts of the Depoſitions of the whole Witneſses that 
he condeſcended on, were read; and having finiſhed all that 
he had to ſay, the Committee by a Vote alfowed him to be 
preſent at their adviſing of the Cauſe, providing he kept Si- 
lence, and did not make any Interruption to them in their Pro- 
cedure, by ſpeaking without Leave asked and given. But the 
Forenoon being far ſpent, they delayed Adviſing until the Afs 
ternoon. | | | 
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The Depoſitions of the Witneſſes ou the Third Head 
of Exculpation, extended and claſſed according 
to their natural Order. 


Hat the Profeſſor ofters on the third Head ofExculpation, is, 

I. It is not ſo much as alledged, much leſs proved by 

the Wineſſes, that he has denied of the Son any one Divine Per- 
fection —_— the Father, that is expreſt in the holy Scri- 
ptures, or our Confeſſion or Catechiſms ; and yet it is to be pre- 
ſumed, that all the Divine Perfections neceſſary to be known to 
R are expreſt in Scripture, and ſummed up in our Con- 

ion. 

24ly, It has been alledged, That in ſome Term or Terms not 
uſed in Scripture, our on or any other Proteſtant Confeſſions, 
he has denied of the Son ſome eſſential Perfection of the Divine 
Nature, particularly Neceſſary-exiſtence, Which Term when 
made an Article of a Libel, ſhould be explained by the Words 
of Scripture, or of our Confeſſion of Faith or Carechiſms, which 
it ſtands for; which is the more needful, becauſe it is uſed in 
three different Senſes; the firſt is, that in which tis preſumed 
the Aſſembly takes it, for the eſſential neceſſary Exiſtence of the 
Divine Nature equally belonging to all the — which I 
ſtill adhere to. "The other mentioned by the Presbytery of 
Glaſgow, p. 131. $ 4. applicable only to mere Creatures, which 
cannot agree to the glorious Son of GOD. 

The zd is, for being unbegotten, or being neceſlarily exiſtent, 
ſo as to have his Divine Nature, and perſonal Subſiſtence from 
no other Perſon whatever, in which Senſe it is taken by ſome 
Authors. 

In both theſe laſt Senſes, the Term Neceſſarily- exiſtent, muſt 
be denied of the Son, the firſt of them as too low, the laſt be- 
cauſe taken for the Father's perſona] Property, whether they 
uſe the Word right or wrong. 

It is therefore to be conſidered, whether the Profeſſor has 
denied the Neceſſary exiſtence of the Son in the firſt Senſe. 

There are only two Inſtances alledged in the Libel, wherein 
the Neceſſary· exiſtence of the Son is ſaid to have been mentioned 
in his Teaching. 

The one is in Article 2d, when teaching the Chap. de creatione 
in Mark, in the Seſſion of the College begun October 1725, and 
of 30 Witneſſes examined, three only mention his having ſaid, 
Chriſtus eſt æternus, ſed non ens neceſſarium, one of whom is not 
poſitive theſe were the Words, viz. Duncan, Witnels 4. p. 79. 
laſt Edit. p. 115. depones, That the Profeſſor, when he had read 
in Mark the Cap. de creatione, and the firſt Argument made Uſe 
of by the ſaid Author for proving the Worid could not have exiſied 

from 


1140 


from Eternity, viz. Ens æternum eſt neceſſarium, found Fault 1115 
the ſame; and to make good what he had aſserted, according to 


the beſt of the Deponent's Remembrance, ſaid,” Chriſtus eſt æternus, 
non tamen necelsarius; but is not paſitive theſe were the exact 
Words the Profeſsor uttered. And it is not preſumeable the Pro. 


feſsor would ſay ſo, when it was ſo foreign to the Subject in hand, 3 
eſpecially after the full Proof that is given onthe former two Heads. 


It looks therefore like a Trip in his ſpeaking, or rather a Mi. 


ſtake in their Hearing, which daily falls out in all Converſations, 


and the groſser it is, it is the more likely to be a Trip in ſpeaking, 
or rather a Miſtake of the Hearers, ſo few having obſerved, what 


muſt have alarmed all preſent, who were near 40 at leaſt, And 


this is the more probable from what is ſaid by Mr. Edward Boyd, 
one of theſe 3 Witneſves, p. 77. laſt Edit. p. 114. who depones, 
That in the Seſſion 1726, the Profeſsor ſaid the Argument in Mark 
was not good againſt Ariſtotle, and heard him not give the ſame 
Reaſon for it as he had given the former Tear. 

And two others, p. 86. laſt Edit. 123. viz. Mr. Moncrigf 1 4th 
Witneſs, heard the Profelſor fay, Mark's Argument againſt the E. 
ternity of the World was not concluſive againſt the Ariſtorelians 
and Mr. Chapman Witneſs 22. p. 92, laſt Edit, 129. heard the 
Profeſſor ſay, there was an utter Diſparity berwixt the Eternity of 
the World, and the eternal Generation of the Son of God; and 
gave this Reaſon, That the World muſt be finite; whereas the 
Son of God is of infinite and unlimited Perfections. 


But tho' it pers never ſo certain be had ſaid it, it muſt be | 


meant that he denied that the Perſon of the Son was unorigina- 


ted, or unbegotten; at leaſt there is no Shadow of Proof that 


it was taken in the firſt Senſe, for the eſſential Neceſſary-exiſt- 
ence of the Son of God; and in Juſtice he is to be allowed to 
give the Meaning of his own Words. 

The other Inſtance was occaſioned, not by the Profeſſor's ma- 
king uſe of the Term Neceſſarily exiſtent in his Teaching, but by 


a Student's mentioning it in an Objection which he made to the 


Profeflor, wherein the Student alledged, that the Son's deriving 
or recciving his Divine Per fections from the Father (viz. in his 
cternal Generation) was inconſiſtent with his being independent 
or neceſſarily - exiſtent. 

There are twelve Witneſses who depone ſomething concern- 
ing this Objection, whoſe Depoſitions, if claſsed in their natu- 
ral Order, according to what they ſay, it will appear the Pro- 
feſsor was far from denying the Neceſsary- exiſtence of the Son, 


or approving the Objector's uſing theſe Terms, ſo as not to be 


conſiſtent with the Son's eternal Generation. 

In the firſt place, theſe mult be collated who ſpeak ofthe Occa- 
ſion of the Objeftion, and what the Profeſſor was then teaching, 
viz. Mr. M*Clae Wit. 20. p. 90. laſt Edit. 126, 127. depones, 


That when the Profeſſor was ſpeaking of the perſonal Properties of = 
Father 


( ( 1 5 1 
t with Nurber and the Son, a Student propoſed an Objeckion to this purpoſe; 


ling to c. Mr. Brown Witneß 6. p. 80. laſt Edit. 117. at the Head, 
ernus, Nępones, That in the Month of December 1725, or thereby, there 
exact Wing an Objection made by a Student to the Profeſſor, when the 
: Pro. Myofeſior was prelebting on that Chapter of the Confeſſion of Faith 


hand, out religious Worſhip 5; upon which the Profeſsor was ſpeaking of 
AJcads. e Son's deriving his Perfettions (as the Deponent remembers) from 


a Mi- e Father; whereupon' the Objettor ſaid to the Profeſor, &c. 
ions, 2dl/, Vhat was the firſt Difficulty moved. Mr. Brown Wit. 
aking, p. 80. laſt Edit. 117. Depones, The Objection was, that Way 


what 


ſpeaking, viz. the Son's detiving his Perfections from the 
And 


ather, ſeems to derogate from the Son's Independency. Mr. 


Boyd, 
ONES, 
Mark 
ſame 


oyd Wit. 9. p. 82. laſt Edit. 118. at the Foot, ſays, the Diffi- 
her or not that (vide former Depoſition) ſeemed 


1 was, W 
d derogate from the Son's Independency. Mr. Ritchie Wit. 2. 
. 76. laſt Edit. 112. at Foot, Depones, He heard an Argument 


ade uſe of by one of the Students, and propoſed to the Pro- 


14th eſſor, whereof the Concluſion was, then the Son is dependent. 
the E- Mr. Hamilton Wit. 17. p. $9. laſt Edit. 125. Depones, The 
ans; Pifficulty was, that then the Son would nor be independent. 
d the Mr. Stirling Wit. 26. p. 95 laſt Edit. 131. Depones, That the 
ity of Toncluſion of the Objection was, that then the Son of Go p 
; and Fvould not be independent. 
is the FF 3dly, What was the Anſwer given to this firſt Obſection, Mr. 
yrown Wit. 6. p. 81. laſt Edit. 117. Depones, the firſt Part of 
iſt be , viz. to which the Profeſſor replied, that if Independency or 
gina - e Word Independent (the Deponent minds not which, but is 
that Poſitive it was one of them) be taken in ſuch a Senſe; as to in- 
exiſt · Nude the perſonal Property of the Father, it could not be applied 
ed ro the Son. Mr. Boyd Wit. 9. p. 82. laſt Edit. 118. Depones 
oth Parts of it, viz. Juſt as you underſtand the Word Indepen- 
s ma- Went, and ſdhediſtinguiſhed the Meaning of it, juſt as in the Pro. 
ut by Fflors Lettets and Anſwers to the Presbytery's References, viz. 
o the F the Word Independent be taken ina Senſe that includes the per- 
iving Ppnal Property of the Father, it cannot be applied to the Son; 
n his Put if ſaid of him, in any Senſe conſiſtent with the perſonal Pro- 
deut Perties of the Father and the Sdn, it will no Doubt agree to him. 
urther depones, That the Profeſsor ſaid, that the Words Depen- 
cern · ent and Independent were very improper and ambiguous, be- 
natu- fauſe — ſpoken of Creatures, and ſo not fit to be uſed 
Pro · rich reſpect to the Perſons of the Trinity, or to expreſs their per- 
Son, Ppnal Relations by. And only the latter Part of it is deponed by 
o be M. Ritchie Wit. 2. p. 76. laſt Edit. 112. viz. That the Terms 
Pependent and Independent could not be properly applied to the 
cca- elations of the Divine Perſons. Mr. Hamilton Wit. 17. p. 89. 
ning, ſt Edit. 125. Depones, The Profeſsor anſwered, that theſe 
ones, Nerms Dependent and Independent were unfit. Mr. Stirling Wit. 
f the 


. p. 95. laſt Edit. 13 1. Depones, That theſe Terms — 
an 
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15 
and Independent were not mentioned in Scripture, and conſe- 
quently were not fit to be uſed on this Subject. 

By the former Depoſitions it appears, that the Subject was 
the perſonal Properties of the Father and Son, and the Son's 
deriving his Divine Perfections from the Father. 7 
4thly, Theſe who depone what was further objected to this 


Anſwer, 


There are two Witneſses who give the 2d Objection in two 
Branches, and ſpeak of the Profelsor's giving an Anſwer to the 
firſt Part, before the ſecond was propoſed; theſe two are Mr. 
Brown Wit. 6. p. 82. laſt Edit. 117. Depones, The Objector in- 
ſiſted, that if the Son was not independent in the ſame Senſe in 
which the Father was, he could not ſee that he could be neceſsari- 
ly exiſtent. And Mr. Bod Wit. 9. p. 82. laſt Edit. 119. In 
whatever Senſe we took it (viz. — if he were not In- 
dependent, he could not be neceſsarily exiſtent; and the ſecond 
Branch ofthis Objection was according to Mr. Brown, And if the 
Son be not neceſsarily-exiſtent, tis poſſible he might never had 
a Being; and by Mr. Boyd, Then *tis poſſible the Son might 
not have been, and the Father might have been without him. 

Two others join both Parts of the Objection together, bur ſay 
nothing of the firſt Objection; theſe are Mr. Bar Wit. 15. p. 
87. laſt Edit. 123. Depones, That when a Student argued, that 
if the Son was not independent, he was not necepbarily exiſtent, 
and ſo might not have been, and the Father might poſſibly 
have been without him. Mr. M*Clae Wit. 20. p. 90. laſt Edit. 
127. Depones, The Objection was to this Purpoſe, if the Son 
was not Independent, then he was not neceſsari]y-exiſtent; 
and if ſo, then it was poſſible he might not have exiſted, 
and the Father might have been without him. 

Other two mention only the ſecond Part of the ſecond Obje- 
ction, viz. Mr. Lang ford Wit. 10. p. $3. laſt Edit. 119. who 
Depones, The Objection was, If the Son of Go be not inde- 
pendent or ſelf· exiſtent, he might not have been. Mr. Hamil- 
ton Wit. 17. p. 89. laſt Edit. 125. Depones, The Student urg- 
ed further, that then the Son might not have been. 

5thly, As to the Anſwers to this Objection, Mr. Brown Wit. 
6. p. Br. laſt Edit. 117. and Mr. Boyd Wit. 9. p. Sz. laſt Edit. 
119. who divide the 2d Objection (vide ſupra ) and make the 
Profeſsor give an Anſwer to the firſt Part, before propoſing 
the 2d Part, depone upon quite different Anſwers. 

The one, viz. Brown, makes it to be, Theſe Terms are im- 
* p. $i. laſt Edit. 117. the other Boyd, How do you 

ow that? p. 82. laſt Edit. 119. 

6thly, Mr. M*Clae Wit. 20. p. 90. laſt Edit. 127. and Mr. Bar 
Wit. 15. p. 87. laſt Ed. 123. who join both Parts of the 2d Ob- 
jection together (ut ſupra) make the Anſwers alſo quite different, 


Bar deponing, that he heard the Profeſsor ſay, How do ye _ 
tꝰ 
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that? And Maclae, that this was not determined by Reaſon; and 
theſe Terms were not uſed in Scripture, and were impertinent, 

7thly, Mr. Langford Wit. 10. p. 83. laſt Ed. 119. and Mr. Ha- 
milton p. 89. laſt Ed. 125. who mention only the latter Part of 
the 2d Objection (vide their Depoſitions ſupra) make the An- 
ſwer much the ſame, How do you, or how do we know that? 
8:hbly, Witneſſes 6th and gth, who divide the 2d Objection (ur 


J ſ#pra) differ alſo in the Anſwer given to it, Mr. Brows ſaying, 


We know not thefe Things, or We know not if he might have had 
a Being or not ( concerning which the Defendant remarks he is 
ſingular) Mr. Boyd Wit. 9. forgot the particular Anſwer to 
this; but the laſt Words were, That it is a philoſophical Nicety 
which we know nothing about; which ſeems to be the Con · 
cluſion of the whole Debate. And Mr. Hamilton Wit. 17. 
ſpeaks to the ſame purpoſe, tho* more doubrfully, viz. That 
we are not ſo nicely to philoſophize, when ſpeaking of the Per- 
ſons of the Trinity; or that theſe were philoſophical Niceties. 
9thly, It is to be obſerved, that there are ſome Witneſſes, who 
can give no Account of the Objection, or Manner of it, do yer 
depone ſome Scrapes of the Anſwer to it, as Mr. Duncan Wir. 
4+ Depones, That a Student propoſing a Difficulty, which he 
thought aroſe from ſomething the Profeſsor had taught; and in 
urging the ſame, the Deponent remembers the Queſtion con- 
cerning CHRIS r' Neceſsary-exiſtence came to be handled; but 
does not remember the Way in which it was propoſed, wiz. 
whether. directly or by Inference. And he thinks the Profeſsor 
ſaid in his Anſwer to this, We do not know, or that it was a 
thing we knew nothing about, or other Words which the Depo- 
nent is certain did bear no other neceſsary Meaning. And De- 
pones further, that when the Profeſsor was ſpeaking to the fore» 
ſaid Student, the Profeſsor did ſay ſome Term or Terms, which 
the Student uſed on that Occaſion, were impertinent; but dares 
not condeſcend on any thing more particular, with reſpe& to 
the Terms uſed. Mr. Meek Wit. 16. p. 83. laſt Edit. 124; De» 
pones, That when an Objection was made by a Student, as men- 
tioned in the Libel and former Depoſitions, he heard the Profeſsor 
anſwer, Neither you nor I know any Thing about that. Both 
which depone, that there was ſomething or other, which (on 
that Occaſion) the Profeſsor ſaid we do not know, but do give 
no Account what that was. And Mr. Johnſton Wit. 29. p. 97. 
laſt Ed. 134. at Head, ſeems to hint what it was, in theſe Words, 
That when a Student made an Objection about the Son's being 
independent of the Father, the Profeſsor anſwered, Do you think 
that he is independent of his Father? Certainly none can ſup- 
ſe or affirm that, and that he is not begotten, tho? our ſhal - 
ow and finite Capacities cannot poſſibly comprehend, or have 
any Notion of the modus or CN. ot his Generation, 
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And certainly this could not fail to have been mentioned in 
this Debate, which happened only once, and when the Pros» 
felsor was extremely indiſpoſed. 

The Amount of the whole, ſo far as can be gathered from 
thele Parcels mentioned by the Witneſses, appears to be this; 

That when the Profeſsor was cxplaining the perſonal Proper- 
ties ofthe Father and Son, and ſhewing that the Son being eter- 
nally begotten of the Father, had his divine Perfections, and pet- 
ſonal Exiſtenceor Subſiſtence from the Father, in his eternal Ge- 
neration; (which is the common Doctrine of our Proteſtant Di- 
vines) upon this Mr. William Brown a Student, ſaid he was diffi- 
culted by this, becauſe it ſeemed to derogate from the Son's Inde- | 
pendency; for if the Son had, or derived his divine Perfections 
from the Father, he would be dependent, or not independent. 
The Anſwer ſeems to have been, If the Term Independent be 
taken in ſuch a Senſe, as to include the Father's perfonal Proper- 
ty, it would not agree to the Son; and the Terms Dependent 
and Independent not being uſed in Scripture, and being ambi- 
guous, becauſe - commonly to Creatures, in a Senſe that 
cannot agree to the Perſons of the Trinity, they were unfit, im- 
proper, or impertinent to be uſed for expreſſing the Properties 
or Relations of the Divine Perſons. | 

Then the Student urged, that in whatever Senſe we took the 
Word Independent, unleſ the Son were independent in the ſame 
Seniethe Father was, he could not be neceſſarily exiſtent. 

To which, according to Mr. Brown the Profcilor anſwered, 
Theſe Terms are impertinent; and according to Mr. Boyd, he 
began his Anſwer, How do you know that? Then the Objector 
added, And if the Son be not neceffarily-exiſtent, it is poſſible he 
might not have been, and the Father might have been without 
him. To which according to Mr. Brows the Profeſſor replied, 


We know not theſe things, or, We know not whether he might 


have had a Being or not; in which hes ſingular. p 
But according to Bar Witneſs 15. the Anſwer to both Parts 
of the Objection was, How-do ye know that? And according 
to Mr. Lang ford Witneſs 10. who mentions only the laſt part 
of this Objection, the Anſwer is, How do ye know that? And 
Mr. Hamilton, who likewiſe only mentions the 2d Part of the 
Objection; How do ye, or, How do we know that: And alfo 
Mr. Maclae, who with Bar joins both Parts together, ſays the 
Anſwer was, That Affair was not determined by Reaſon, and 
theſe Terms were not uſed in Scripture, and were impertinent, 
whete both Mr. Brows's Anſwer and Mr. Maclae's are quite 
different, and both ſingular in this Part of the Anſwer. 
By the concurring Teſtimonies, the Anſwer to this Objection 
is, How do ye, or we know this? which is an ordinary way of 
denying the Conſequence, or putting the Objector to prove it. 
Afr which, the Profeſſor ſecms to have given them ſome — 
Ons, 


bly ſummed up the ſexo 


To | 
ſons, to ſhew the Falſhood of 45 e and the Un- 
reaſonableneſs of uſing philoſophical Terms, to expreſs the Pro- 
perties or Relations of the Divine Perſons, as particularly, ac- 
cording to Mr. Johnſton's Depoſition, that to ſay the Son was 
Independent, in the fame Senſe the kather was, was all one as 
to ſay he was Unbegotten, and none would ſay he was fo In- 
dependent as not to be begotten of him; and therefore to in , 
fer, If he was not thus independent of the Father, he was not 

neceſiarily exiſtent, or ary not have been, was aj one as to 
ſay, that unleſs the Son was Unbegotten, he might poſſibly 
not have been, which was a very falſe Conſequence. 5 

And Peoples making uſe of theſe Terms that are not uſed in 
Scripture, to expreſs the Relations of the divine Perſons, and to 
argue from them againſt plain Scripture-revelation, about the e- 
ternal Generation of the Son, which we can determine nothin 
about by Reaſon, leads us into the modus thereof; and to talk 
of the perſonal Independency of the Son, with reſpect to the 
Father; which are T ings we know nothing about, for want of 
divine Revelation: And therefore the whole Scries ot theſe Ob- 
jections is nothing hut a Quible or philoſophical Nicety, taken 
from the wrong Uſe and Meaning of Terms. 

From the whole, it appears the Profeſſor was ſo far from de- 
nying the Neceſſary· exiſtence of the Son, that he rather affi med 
it, by denying the Conſequence of the 2d Objection, as appears 
from the concurring Teſtimonies of four of ho Witnelles, who 
laid the Profeſſor anſwered, How do you know that ? 

And the Terms he ſaid were unfit, improper or impertinent, 


When talking of the Trinity (by the / foreſaid concurring Teſtt- 


monies) were the Terms Dependent and Indetendent, and pro- 
bably alſo Neceſſarily. exiſtent, to exprels the perlonal Relations 
ot the divine Perſons, by which he reprehended the Objector 
and cautioned the Students againſt this Abuſg of chem, but di 
not at all ſay they were unkit, improper or impertinent, to expres 
the eſſential Perſections common to all the divine Perſons; as 
the Depoſitions of ſome of the Witneſſes may be underſtood 
when taken apart, from what is more fully deponed by other. 
concurring Witneſſes, that mention the particular Uſe in which 
they are ſaid to be impettinent, viz. to expreſs the Relations of 
the divine Perſons, but they cannot in Juſtice be taken thus ſe- 
parately in the preſent Caſe, ſeeing all the 12 Witneſses depone 
on a Converſation that happened but ance, and continued but a 
few Minutes. 

The Defendant therefore humbly refers it to the Conſideration 
of this Venerable Aſsembly, how far this plain and diſtinct View 


of the Depoſitions of the Witneſses, on the Converſation be- 


twixt him and the foreſaid Student, does exculpate him from 
the ſecond and fourth — 2 — into which the laſt Aſsem- 


and third Articley of the Libel, vis. 
5 in 
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that his teaching his Scholars, That the Neceſſary - exiſtance of the 
Sen of God was a Thing we know not; and that theſe Terms 
Neceſsary exiſtence and Independency, were impertinent, and not 
to be uſed when talking of the Trinity; and that they were pht- 
leſophical Nicetie we knew nothing about. 

Eodem die poſt meridiem. The Committee being now to give 
their Judgment, as to the Import of the Profeisox's Grounds 
of Alleviation, they cauſed to be again read to them the four 
Propoſitions found relevant by the Afsembly, and alſo the Pro- 
feſsor's faid Grounds; and then the Committee did maturely 
conſider the ſame, with all the other Grounds and Arguments 
that had been inſiſted upon by the Profeſsor for Alleviation, 
and after full Reaſoning thereupon amongſt themſelves, and be- 
fore proceeding to the Vote, the Profeſsor was heard to add, 
What he had further to ſay for alleviating any Cenſure, that he 
may be found to have incurred from the Articles libelled and 
proven againſt him. And many Members having argued, That 
the Profeſsor had never yet explained, in what Senſe he under- 
ſtood Neceſsary exiſtence to be the perſonal Property of the Fa- 
ther, the Profeſsor was deſired to declare, if he owned the 
Son to be as neceſsarily begotten of the Father, as the Father 
was of None? He faid, he could not preſently give an Anſwer 
to that Queſtion, for it would require ſome Time to anſwer it; 
and he doubted if he could repcte the Words, and that if he 
ſhould anſwer jr, ſome might think him diſhoneſt in his preſent 
Circumſtances. And he alledged, there were ſcveral orchodox 
Divines, who had wrote on the Trinity, who affirmed, that the 
begetting of the Son was not by Neceſſity or Will, but by Na- 
rure, and that to anſwer this Queſtion, « would be to make a 
new Article of Faith, which was not proper for him to do; but 
if the Aßembly thought fit to do it. with all his Heart, or, 
he would know what to do. And he further declared, That 
he adhered to his Paper delfvercd in to the laſt Aſsembly the 
18h of May, with relation to this Matter. * After which the 
Queſtion was put, whether what is contained in the Profeſsor's 
Grounds of Exculpation, and what he has pled before the 
Committee be fuficient to alleviare or not? And the Vote 
being ſtared, Alleviate or not? it carried Not. And therefore 
the Committee gave it as their humble Opinion to the Aſsem- 
bly, That the Grounds of Exculpation inſiſted on by the Profeſ- 
for, for alleviating amy Cenſure, that they may be found to 
have incurred from the 24 and 3d Articles libelled and proven 
againſt him, are not Sufficient for that Effect. 


9 * 


* The Profeſſor not being ſatisfied with the Minute of this Sederunt, 
he gave in to the Commr:te. 2-4 19. a full Account of what paſt 
at this Meeting, which is printed in the Proceedings of that Day. 


ar 
March 16. The Committee having upon Wedneſday laſt the 
13th, taken in and heard the Report of their Subcommittee, ap: 
pointed to conſider the 4th Article of the Libel againſt Profeſ- 
ſor Simſon, they compared the ſame with the Depoſitions of 
the Witneſses related to therein, and allowed the Profeſsor 
to give in, in writing, what he thought made for him in the 


Depoſitions of theſe or other Witneſses, but delayed the Con- 


fideration of the ſaid Report, and other Things relating to 
the foreſaid Article, until another Meeting. They now being 
to fall to the Conſideration of this 4th Article, they cauſed the 
foreſaid Report to be again read, and compared it with the De- 
poſitions of the Wine therein mentioned; and alſo, what 


o 


| the Assembly May 13. ante meridiem, did upon the ſaid Ar- 


ticle, was read from their Minutes, where they found a great 
Affinity betwixt that . qth Article and the 5th, and ſuſtained 
the = relevant, but proceeded no further thereupon. The 
ſaid Report is as follows. 


Hz Subcommittee appointed to conſider the 4th Article 
T of the Libel, as ſuſtained relevant by the bly, viz. 
Mr. Simſon's teaching, as his own Opinion, that the Three Per- 
ſong of the Trinity are not to be ſaid to be Numerically One in 
Subſtance or Eſſence, find, Mr. William Denniſton, N. 5. de- 
pones, That he heard the Profeſſor, this Seſſion, give it as his 
own Opinion, * the Three Perſons in the Trinity are not to be 
ſaid to be Numerically Ong in Eſſence : 

That Mr. Bar, N. 15. depones, That the Profeſſor taught, 
that the Three Perſons of the Godhead ſo agree as to be One God, 
yet not numerically One in Eſſence ; yet is not poſitive, whether 
every one of theſe Words are the Profeſſor*s, or not: £ 

That Mr. Edward Boyd, N. 3. depones, That he heard the 
Profeſſor ſay, that we are not to underſtand by 6yoso tov, either 
a Numerical or Specifical Eſſence; for if Numerical, then it would 
be Sabgllianiſm; and if Specifical, then it makes Three Gods. But 
he is not poſitive, whether the Profeſſor gave this Remark as his 
own Judgment, or of the Nicene Fathers. 

The foreſaid Report, Depoſitions of Witneſſes, and Proceed- 
ings of the Aſſembly being read, the Profeſſor was heard to read 
the Paper he had by the — Allowance prepared, con- 
taining his Remarks upon the Depoſitions z and after he had gi - 
ven the ſame in to the Clerk, he was allowed to add what he 
he had further to ſay upon that Subject. The Tenor of which 
Paper follows. | 


78. when the Profeſſor was teaching on Mark 
rinitate, & 5. on theſe Words, Eas perſonas con- 
venire tum in ana eſſentia, quam per d oi expreſ- i 
. eruue 


M. Edward Boyd, N. 3. p. 77. at the End, and 
1 
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ſerunt Niceni, depones he heard the Profeſſor ſay, that 
Fuljeft and we were not to underſtand by q o, either a Nu - 


ner Time, merical or Specifical Eſſence; for if Numerical, then 


it would be Sabellianiſm; and if Specifical, then it 
would make Three Gods: But that it was zalis eſſen- 
tia que admittit tres Perſonas ex unum Deum. But 
whether the Profeflor gave it as his own Judgment, 
or of the Nicene Fathers, he does not remember: But 
thinks that the Profeſſor ſaid theſe Words, That it was 
talis eſſentia que admittit, &c. as his own Opinion. 
The Profeſſor taught the whole in Latin, and does 
not remember that this was taught as his own Opinion. 
; Witneſs 5. Mr. Denniſton, p. 80. near the End, de- 
Time, pones he heard the Profeſſor, this Seſſion, give it as 
E Opinion, that the Three Perſons in the Tri- 
nity are not to be ſaid to he either Numerically or 
Specifically One in Eſſence; and that it was ſuch an 
Oneneſs as included Three Perſons, and excluded 
Three Gods: And depones the Profeſſor uttered theſe 
Propoſitions in Latin. This — 2 Tranflation, can 
prove nothing, the Words not being deponed, and 
He is ſingu- 2 That he taught it as his own Opinion, with- 
tar in. out reſtraining the Meaning. | 
| Mr. Lang ford, Wit. 10. p. 5 Lines from the 
Foot, depones, That he heard the Profeſſor bring a 
Definition out of Ariftorle, (as he beſt remembers) 
according to; which Definition, Numerical Eſſence is 
the Eſſence of an individual Perſon, which cannot be 
communigated to any other : And in this Senſe the 
Profeſſor ſaid, that the Bleſſed Trinity could not be 
Reftrained One in Number, becauſe then there could be but One 
Senſe, Perſon in the Godhead : Is not poſitive if the Profe(- 
ſior uſed theſe very Words. 
Here he reſtricts the Meaning to a Senſe that agrees 
only ro One Perſon. 
| Mr. Bar, Wit. 15. p. 87. near the Foot, depones, 
2 That this Seſſion he heard the Profeſſor, when teach- 
ing upon Chap. 2. $ 3. of the Confeſſion of Faith, 
ſay, The Perſons of the Bleſled Trinity are fo diſtin, 
as that the perſonal Properties of the one cannot be 
thoſe of the other, but not ſo as to be Specificall 
Three Gods; and they ſo agree as to be e God, 
Net boſufve Vet. not Numerically One in Eſſence: But he is not 
— poſitive that every one of the Words in that Article 
bl his Depoſition are the Profeſſor's. This Withels is 
not poſitive as to the Words, and not ad idem with 
the firſt two Witneſſes in this Article; they, in teach - 
ing Mart; and this, the Conſeſſion. 1 ** 
| d 


m_ ana dw. a a 0 


2 2 E ln ee 


- 


h 


” — ww 2 Lad . AS... ÞDw. as 4 


=” A” Wo " Y& ro WW - ws. AX © 


23 9). 
Mr. Tho. Hamilton, Wit. 17. p. 89. pp he 
heard the Profeſſor ſay, that the Perſons of the Tri- 
nity were not of the ſame Specifical Efsence, becauſe 
that would be Tritheiſm; nor of the ſame Numerical 
Eſsence, if taken in the Senſe it was taken by ſome, 
applied only to one Perſon, for then it would be $4- 
bellianiſm. Depones, That he heard the Professor, 
when ſpeaking of the Trinity, ſay, that it was talis Neftrai 
Unitas que excludit Tritheiſmum ab una parte, Sabel Senſa. 
lianiſmum ab altera, que includit tres Perſonas & u- 
Mr: Alla, w depones, That 
Mr. Millar, Wit. 19. p. 90. this 
Seſſion of the College LEED the Profeſsor teach, | 
when ſpeaking of the Unity or Oneneſs of the Sub- . 
flance of the Perſons of the Godhead, that it could N. rl 
not be One Specifical Subſtance, elſe it would lead —— 
to Tritheiſm; it could not be Numerical, as applied Time, the 
$0 Creatures, elſe it would lead to that of Sabellianiſm, Bar wh 
or be the ſame with ae which is their Character. 
But the Orthodox Divines made uſe of the Term One 
Numerical, or One Subſtance in Number, in a very good 
Senſe : To which he agreed, cc. 
Lewis Chapman, Wit. 22. p. 92. d he has 
heard the Profeſsor teach, as his own Opinion, thar 
the Terms Numerical and Specifical, when applied to 
Subſtances, and taken in the Senſe frequently uſed-in 
the Schools, ought not, or could not be applied to 
the Perſons of the Trinity; becauſe the Term Numes 
cal, when taken in that Senſe, excluded Three Per- 
ſons 3 and that of Specifical, would infer Three Gods: ke 87 
But that this we were always to maintain, That there Refrained 
muſt be Three Perſons and One God, c. Senſe, 
Mr. Stirling, Wit. 26. p. 95+ nes, That this 
Seſſion he heard the Profelsor ſay, the Three Perſons 
in the Trinity could not be ſaid to be either of one Nu- 
merical Subſtance, or one Specifical Subſtance, as theſe 
Terms were uſed by the Ariſtotelian Philoſophers, 
when ** to rational Creatures; becauſe, if they 
were ſaid to be of one Numerical Subſtance as that 
Term is uſed by theſe Philoſophers, they would be 
but One Perſon; and if they were ſaid to be of one 
bpecifical Subſtance, they would be Three Gods, De- 
pones, That he heard the Profeſsor ſay, that they Refrained 
were 10 One as to be Three Perſons, and ſo Three Per- _ and 
ſons as to be but One God. 3 
Upon the whole, both as laid in the Libel, and deponed by 
the Witneſses, That tis only cheſe Terms the Proſeſsor is there 
| 245, 


| 24 
| 240, As laid in the Libel, and deponed by the Witneſſes, the 
Profeſſor is ſaid to deny, that the Three Perſons in the Trinity, 
are to be ſaid either Numerically or Specifically One in Sub. 
ſtance or Eſsence; but added, they were ſo the ſame, as to be 
One God in Three Perſons: While he denies them to be Specifi. 
cally One in Subſtance or Eſsence, he denies them to be Three 
Gods. And therefore when he denies them to be Namerically 
One in Subſtance, he can only be ſuppoſed to deny them to be 
One Perſon, and not denying them to be One God: Which the 
Libel exprefly owns/he affirmed, and the Witneſſes prove. 

One Subſtance in Number, is alſo taken by the Adverſaries of 
the Truth in a bad Senſe. See p. 58 of the printed Caſe. 5th- 
ly, This Phraſe, One Subſtance in Number, &c. | 


Then the Committee went on to conſider the Proof of the 
foreſaid 4th Article, and cauſed the Depoſitions of the Witneſ- 
ſes on that Article to be read from the Minutes of the Presby- 
tery of Glaſgow, and they reaſoned upon each of them, and the 
Profeſſor's Remarks thereupon ſeverally; and then having con- 
ſidered the whole, together with what the Profeſſor had owned 
in his Anſwers, as marked in the 58th Page, $ 2. of the laſt 
Impreſſion of his Caſe, vix. That he carefully avoids con- 
founding One undivided inſeparable Eflence with One Subſtance 
in Number, they before coming to the Vote, did again hear 
the Profeſsor ſay, what he had further to add in his Defence, 
and he having removed, the Committee after diſcourſing fully, 
and maturely conſidering the whole of what they had 3 
put the Queſtion, Whether this fourth Article of the Libel was 
ſufficiently proven or not? And the Roll being called, and Votes 
marked, it carried proven; And therefore the Committee give, 


as their Opinion to the Assembly, that this fourth Article of the 


Libel againſt Profeſser Simſon is clearly proven; and the Pro- 
feſsor being called in, this was intimated to him. 

March 18th, poſt meridiem. The Committee being now reſol- 
ved to conſider the th Article ofthe Libel, which bears, That the 
Profeſsor affirmed, That the three Perſons of the Trinity were all in- 
deed one God, and had all the ſame infinite Divine Perfections; and 
added, That whether the Subject of theſe Perfections was different, 
was a Metaphyſical Queſtion we needed not determine. The ſaid 
Article being read, and the Depoſitions of the Witneſses looked 
into, the Committee found as to this Article, That Mr. William 
Boyd the ↄth Witneſs depones, That in December 1725, the 
Profeſsor ſaid, that the Perſons of the Trinity were all indeed Ona 
God, that is, have all the ſame infinite Divine Perfections; but 
whether the Subject of theſe Perſections be different was another 
Queſtion, and perhaps ioo metaphyſical for us to determine; and 
they find no other Witneſs concurring with him on that Article; 
but the Aſsembly has found, that there is a great Affinity be- 
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twixt this and the 2 4th + 4 ; and fo the Com- 
mittee leaves the Relevancy and Proof of this 5th Article to the 
Aſsembly's own Conſideration. 2 4 
Then the Committee went on to the 6th Article, which was 
read out of the Libel, as it ſtands in the ar of Glaſzow's 
Minutes, viz. That the Profeſsor affirmed, that. in the Trinity 
there are three intelligent Agents or Beings. Aſter diſcourſing 
ſometime upon the Relevancy of this Article, it was propoſed by 
ſome of the Members, and unanimouſly agreed to by the Com- 
mittee, that the Relevancy of it ſhould be conſidered in thir 
Terms, viz. That the Profeſsor affirmed, that in the Trinity there 
were three intelligent Beings; and the Profeſsor being heard in 
his Defence, as to the Relevancy of this Article as ſo — he 
ſaid, That there are ſeverals who take the Word Being for the 
moſt abſtracted Notjon of the Word Ens, ſo as to ſignify what · 
ever really is, whether it be Subſtance, Accident, Mode, Rela- 
tion, or whatever elſe really is: So that whatever we underſtand 
of the Nature of the Perſons of the Trinity, they really are; 
and therefore in this Senſe alone may be called Beings, altho? 
conſidering the ordinary Uſe of the Word Being, when applied 
to God, he thinks it a very unſuitable and unſafe Term, and is 
erſwaded he never uſed it in his Teaching, whatever he might 
o in explaining the abſtract Notion of that Term, to ſatisfy as 
ny Student, in ſhewing him that it might be true in the aboye- 
mentioned abſtra& Senſe ; and he does not at all remember the 
Conference with Mr. Brown mentioned in his Depoſition, in 
Which he is ſingular. Then the Committee having heard and 
conlidered this Defence, and having alſo heard read the Profeſ- 
ſor's Anſwers, as they ſtand in his printed Caſe, p. 59. after 
talking fully upon the Subject, did unanimouſly find the fore» 
aid Article +. 26k as it is above ſtated. 
Next the Committee took under Conſideration the Proof of 
this Article; and the Depoſitions of Mr. Brown the 6th, and 
Mr. Bain the 7th Witneſses, being read from the Presbytery's 
Minutes; the Profeſsor objected to the ſaid Witneſses their Oaths, 
that they did ngt concur as to the particular Time and Place; 
Thar Mr. Bain was very young, and had been but a ſhort Time 


at the Profeſſion; That they are not poſitivez and that of all 


che 30 Witneſses that depone in his Cauſe, there is none bur 
r. Bain that depones on theſe Words he mentions as taught 
by him in the Divinity-hall, tho” were, all examined on 
that Article. The Committee having heard the ſaid Depoſitions 
and Obje&ions made to them, they did agree to lay the faid 
Proof as it ſtands before the Aſembly, and do report that they 
find, That Mr. William Brown depones, That he being in Cen- 
verſation with the Profeſſor upon the Head of the Trinity, he 
heard the Profeſſor ſay, That in the Trinity, there wire thres 
intelligent Agents or Agencies; which the Praſeſior fursher ex- 
5 plainings 
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Raining, the Deponent replied, That according to what the Pro- 
feſſor had ſaid, there muſt likewiſe be three Beings, to which as 
the Deponent beſt remembers, the Profeſſor ſaid, No doubt of that, 
or, Certainly there muſt, or Wotds to that purpoſe: And de- 
pones, That this Converſation was in the Profeſſor's owwn Room 
in the College; and that the Deponent's Brother Mr. David Brown 
2was preſent the whole Time, and Mr. Lewis Chapman came in 
the Time of the Converſation, and that the ſame was about the 


latter End of Match 1726. And that Mr. James Bain depones, 


He thinks to the beſt of his Remembrance, the Profeſſor ſaid, that 
in tht Trigity there are three intelligent Beings; and being inter- 
rogate for the Profeſſor, what Time it was he heard theſe Expreſ+ 
ſons, Depones, That he cannot be poſutive as to the preciſe time, 
but that it was ſometime in the Seſſion that begins in October 1725. 
The Committee alſo finding, That the Profeſſor ſays in his 


Letter, March zd, 4th'p. of his printed Caſe, That the per ſonal 


Properties of the Perſons of the Trinity are the Foundation of 
their mutal Relations, and of the Order of their Being and Work- 
ing; they teſolyed aftetwards to take this under their Conſide - 
ration. 
March 19th, The Committee took under Conſideration the 
3 noticed in Yeſternight's Minute, as uſed by the Pro- 
or; That the perſonal Properties of the Perſons of the Trini- 
ty, are the Foundation of the Order of their Being and Working 3 
and having heard the Profeſſor thereupon, he repreſented, That 
the neceſſary Meaning of the Words above mentioned, is the 
fame with the Meaning of thefe uſed by Divines concerning the 
Perſons of the Trinity, viz. Modus operandi ſequitur modum Eſ- 
ſendi; for he does not ſay, Of their Beings, which might im- 


port different Eſſences, but, Of their Being. And he is as far 


from thinking the Perſons of the Trinity have different Eſſences, 
as any Member of the Committee; and he takes theſe Words, 
the Order of Being, to ſignify the ſame as the Order of ſubſiſting 


or exiſting, only he thought the Word Being, a more ordinary | 


Fngliſh Word. The Committee after ſome Reaſoning upon this 


Subject, reſolved to add to their Report agreed to Yelternight, 
That the ſaid Clauſe deſerves the Aſſemb hf pow: Conſideras 


ion; and likewiſe that the Committee are of Opinion, that it 


deſerves to be conſidered by the Aſſembly, That this Article of the 


Label is of Affinity with the former found relevant againſt the 
Profeſsor. 7 | 

The Profeſſor defired, that the Minute of Friday's Sederunt 
che 1 5rff current in the Afternoon might be read, wherein his 


Anſwer made to the Queſtion that was then propoſed to him, 


about the Neceſsary-exiſtence of Chriſt, is marked; and the fame 
being read, he offered a Paper, wherein he gives his THO 
as fo the ſaid Queſtion ; and the Committee having allowed him 


£ read the ſame to them, they appointed Mrs. Allan I | 
* : James 


e 


* 
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James Craig and Alexander Anderſon, Miniſters, and the Lord 
Grange Ruling Elder, to draw up Obſervations upon the ſaid Pa · 
per, and to bring them in to the Committee, to be lodged there, 
with in the Clerk's Hand; and to meet for that End this Night. 
And the Profeflor having ſubſcribed his Paper, did put the ſame 
in the Clerk's Hand. The Tenor whereot follows: 


Ex Reverend Committee of Aſſembly on Profeffor Sim ſan v 
T Affair, having met March 15. 1728, in the Afternoon, ta. 

nſider the Relevancy of the Grounds of Exculpation offered by 

im, and found proven by them, how far they might alleviate 
the Articles found relevant and proven by the latt Aſſembly z 
and having granted Mr. Simſon the Favour of being preſent; 
they reaſoned upon them a long time, and then allowed him Li- 
berty to ſay any thing he thought furher needful before they 
came to a Vote. Whereupon he replied to as many of the Par- 
ticulars as he could then recollect, and thought of greateſt Mo: 
ment, which had been ſpoke to by the Members: 

Such as, That ſome Facts had miſtaken, it having been 
alledged, that he had, according to the Depoſitions of Witneſ- 
ſes, denied Chriſt's Neceſſary · exiſtence three or four Times 
whereas by the Depoſitions mentioned in the particular Exculpa· 
tion on Art. 4. Caſe, p. 103. by the Aſſembly, Art. 3. com · 
pared with the Depoſitions that prove this Article, it did not ap- 
pear he had uttered that Expreſſion oftner than once. 

He alſo took notice, that ſome had underſtood his telling the 
different Senſes in which ſome Terms were uſed by divers Au- 
hors, as iſ he not only approved of all theſe Senſes of them, but 
ſeemed to take them as his own Opinion of the Things them- 
ſelves; ſuch as, his telling that that Title, The only true God, 
was by ſome, both ancient and modern, zealous and able De- 
fenders of the Doctrine of the Trinity, taken to fignify the Fa · 
ther's perſonal Property, being of none, neither begotten nor pro- 
ceeding, as if he had not only approved of the Senſe of the 
Words, but likewiſe maintained it as his own Opinion, that the 
Father alone was the Only true God; whereas he neither appro- 


ved the one, nor maintained the other, but only related the 


Fact, and gave ſufficient Caution to the Students to guard them 
againſt being deceived by the Adverſaries of the Truth, from 
ſuch an Uſe of theſe Terms by its Friends. 

He ſhewed the like with reſpe& to ſeveral other Terms, and 
8 of the Term 2 which had been al- 

dged was a Word of a clear Meaning, and not ambiguous : 
Upon which he was oblige&ro remark, Thar tho? any intelligent 
Perſon could affix a clear and certain Meaning to it for himſelf 
yet if divers Authors, whether ſound or unſound in the Faith, 
affixed different Meanings to it, (which it was certain they did} 
the Term was thereby rendred 5 rr 
* 2 | 
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Ability to help it; and he was of Opinion, that by the laſt Af 
ſembly's Act, determining the Relevancy of the Proſeſſor's ha- 
ving denied that the Son of God was Neceſcarily-exiſtent, they 
Took it to mean the eſcential Neceſsary-exiſtence of the Divin 
Nature that is common to all the Perſons of the Godhead ; and 
that the Presbytery of Glaſgow took it in a low hypothetical 
Senſe, applicable ro mete Creatures, Caſe, p. 131; and ſome 
Authors took it to fignity the ſame with being of none, neither 
begorten nor proceeding. 5 g 
And ſome of the Members having ſaid in their reaſoning, that 
they wanted to know what he meant 7 the eſtential Neceſtary - 
exiſtence of the Son; he (aid he thought the beſt Way he could 
explain it in other Words, was in theſe of our Confeſſion and 
Catechiſms, Infinite and Unchangeable in his Being, Wiſdom, &c. 
It having alſo been ſaid by ſome Members, That they wiſhed 
the Profeſſor would give a further Declaration of his Opinion 
Concerning the Neceſsary exiſtence of the Son, and that the Com- 
mittee might tranſmit any ſuch Declaration to the Aſſembly; 
and others having replied, That they would not regard any De- 
claration he ſhould now make; becauſe Hereticks or falſe Teach- 
ers would ſay any thing might relieve them, when in danger of 
Depoſition or Excommunication; and that they were againſt 
anſmitting to the Aſsembly any Declaration he might make; 
Be laid he would not make any further Declaration ahout it; 
| becauſe it would be made uſe of to charge him with acting diſ- 
poneſty, and allo turned to be an Argument againſt him, as 
is laſt Declaration given in to the late Aſsembly had been made 
uſe of in the —.* Reaſoning. 
pon which one of the Members (who, as the Profeſsor 
thinks, wiſhed he would make ſome Declaration) ſaid, he doubt · 
d not but the Profeſsor would agree with him in believing a 
P. ofition, which he mentioned, about the Son's being neceſ+ 
Tart begotten ; Which ſome Members, who had ſaid they would 
not regard any Declaration the Profeſsor ſhould make, appeared 
willing he ſhould declare his Mind about; which he could not 
take as any Token of their Goodwill to him. This unexpected 
Propoſal did ſurpriſe him; and haying pauſed a little, to try if 
he could repete the Propofitipn in his own Mind, all that he 
uld recollect of it was, That it contained an Affirmation of the 
Son being neceſſarily begotten, compared with ſomething be. 
longing to the Father: He therefore ſaid he could not pre ently 
give his Opinion abour it, for it would requirg ſome Time to 


conſider it, aud told them he could — repete it: And again 


told them he was againſt making any further Declaration on that 
Subject, becauſe ſome would take it to be done diſhoneſtly in 
his preſent Circumſtances: He alſo told them that Divines, re- 


ured orthodox on the Trinity, had different Sentiments about 
th Neceſiry gf the Son's Generation z and that in the Treailg 
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publifhed by the four London * in defence of the Trinj- 
ty, to wit, chat Part of it called the Harmony of the Keformeg 
Churches, in one of the Papers of that Collection it was ſaid, 
The Father begot the Son, not by his Will, nor by Neceſſity, bug 
by Nature : And if he remembred aright, Alting ſaid the ſame. 
(And having look'd the Bopk ſince, he finds it in p. 64. of that 
Treatiſe, by the four London Miniſters, and is 4 Part of the 
reed aſcribed to Damaſus, which is ſubjoined to the larger 
lvetick Confeſſion, which they own. their Belicf of: He alſo 
nds he was right in hat he ſaid of Alting.) He added further, 
That the Ngceſity of the Father's begerring the Son was not de- 
termined in eur on or any other Proteſtant Confeſſian, at lęaſt 
in expreſs Words; and therefore his determining it might be 
taken to be his making a new Article of Faith, or expreſling 
ſome old one in new Terms, not uſed in our own Confeſſion or 
any other; which ſome might make a handle of, to accuſe him 
of breaking the Act 32. of Aſsembly 1719 : It was therefore 
both unſafe and improper for him to declare any thing about it: 
Bur if the General Assembly ſhould think fit to is it, - Ju might 
with all his Heart. But with reſpe& to the Neceſſary-exiſtence of 
the Son of God, he thought it was ſufficiently proved by what 
as plainly taught in the Holy Scriptures concerning his infinite 
erfections, and his being the Creator, Preſervet and Gover- 
nor of the World, and his being the Redeemer of Mankind 3 
Which made it utterly abſurd to imagine that ſuch a Perſon 
might poſſibly not have been or exiſted. He was therefore ſatis 
fied of the eſſential Neceſſary exiſtence of the Son of God, and ad- 
hered to the Declaration given in to the Aſsembly May 18. This 
is, to the beſt of his Remembrance, the Subſtance of what paſt 
jn the Committee on Friday laſt, March 15. To which he begs 
leave to add what he declared before the laſt Aſsembly in one of 
his Speeches, namely, That he thought it as impoſſible for the 
Son of God not to have been, as it is impoſſible for God to 
lie; to which he alſo adheres. 

He alſo remembers that ſome of the Members did argue, That 
the Profcſsor had never yet explained in what Senſe he under- 
ſtood Neceſſary-exiſtence to be the perſonal Property of the Fa- 
ther. Concerning which he. has already obſerved, That they 
had underſtood his telling of that Senſe wherein ſome Authors 
took it, as if he had approved of that Uſe of the Term, or that 
he had ſome peculiar Notion of his own, of Neceſary- exiſtencę 
being the perſonal Property of the Father; whereas his Opini- 
on is, That when theſe Authors take Neceſiary - exiſtence to / ry 
fy the perſonal Property of the Father, they mean his being ab- 
ſolutely of none, or unoriginate: But he was diverted from 
ſpeaking more particularly to this, and ſeveral other Things thar 
had been argued by the Members, by their deſiring him to de- 
Clare his Mind about the foreſaid Propoſition 3 and cannot but 
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think his Circumſtances very hard, that altho* he had affirmed 
the Propoſition, yet, according to what ſeveral Members had 
before hand declared, he ſhould be eſteemed diſhoneſt and diſ- 
ingenuous in doing it; and that on the other Hand, by declin- 
ing to give his Mind of it, it ſhould be made a Handle of 
againſt him, to judge him erroneous or heretical. 

This Paper is a true Repreſentation of the facts above men: 
tioned, to the beſt of the Profeſſor's Remembrance; but it be- 
ing very poſſible he may be miſtaken in ſome of them, he is 
defirous to know what may be his Miſtakes therein, and de- 
clares himſelf moſt willing to correct them. This ſigned at 


Edinburgh, March 19th, 1728. by 
BY: | John Suso. 


March 20. The Sub · committee appointed Yeſterday Fore- 
noon, to draw up Remarks upon the Profeflor's Paper, giving 
his Thoughts as to the Queſtion propoſed to him abour the 
Neceſiary- exiſtence of Chriſt, having brought in their Report, the 
Minute of Friday Afternoon relating to this Subject, the Pro- 
feſſor's foreſaid Paper, and the Sub- committee's Remarks there- 
upon were all read, and the ſaid Paper and Remarks were com- 
pared together, and theſe Remarks were agreed to, and ordered 
to be taken in by the Clerk, to ly in retentis with the other Pa - 
pers belonging to this Committee. The Tenor whereof follows. 


Hz Committee taking ro Conſideration, the Paper given 
= in by Profeſſor Simſon anent their Minute March 15th, 
poſt meridiem, which he deſires to be laid before the Aſsembly, 
thought meer thereupon to remark, | 

That whereas the Profeſsor owns it appear'd by the Depoſitions 
of Witneſses, That once at leaſt he had uttered, an Expreſſion de- 
nying Chriſt's Neceſsary. exiſtence. That he had pleaded, this ought 
to be accounted only a Trip in Speech, ſeeing he taught the Ar- 
ticles of our Confeſſion. Some Members of the Committee rea- 
ſoned, That the Groſſneſs of the Article it ſelf would hardly al- 
low any to think, it was a meer Trip in Speech, and the Wit- 
neſſes — he taught this, both in his — the Confeſſion 
of Faith, and again when explaining the Latin Syſtem. Fur- 
ther, the Proſeſſor had refuſed to _ the Presbytery of Glaſ- 
gow, when queried by them anent this; as alſo, he had not 
cleared himſelf of this Charge in his Anſwers to the Libel, and 

in all the Procedure of the ſudicatories of this Church with him 
about this Article, he hath never come up fairly to own the Ne- Rhig - 
ceſary exiſtence of our Lord IESuS CurIsT, whence they MIA 
concluded the Matter could not be alleviated, by alledging it 
was a Trip in Speech. Again, though the Profeſſor taught the 
Con?eſfion of Faith, this could not alleviate, ſeeing he declares, 
that Chriſt's Nece/5ary exiſtence is no Article of our * 


\ 
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and thar divers of the 18 Perfections of the Divine Na- 
ture, mentioned in our Confeſſion, ſeemed by the Profeſſor to be 
accounted the perſonal Properties of the Father; alſo his teaching 
the Confeſſion at one Time, would never prove that he had nut 
zught at another Time what was inconſiſtent therewith. | 
W hat the Profeſſor ſaith of that Title, The only true God, will 
ome further to be conſidered, when the Committee proceed up- 
on that Article. And as to that of the Neceſsary-exiſtence of out 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt, ſeverals of the Committee ſhewed how 
is F{range it was to them, that the Profeſſor ſhould ſtill conceal. his 
e- ind as to this great Truth, by pretending, that the Term was 
at ¶ ambiguous, while there needed not ſo great Difficulty to con- 
ccive of Neceſsary- exiſtence, and to affirm or deny it of our 
ord Jeſus Chriſt, Indeed the Profeſsor rejected a low Senſe 
thereof mentioned by him, and conſidering it as an #ſcential 
e BPerfeftion, owned it þelo to Chriſt, but not as it was the 
1s Perſonal Property of the Father, tho' he had not explained 
he that Senſe, how it was the perſonal Property of Fa- 
he ther, and did not agree to the Son. And it juſtly ſeemed 
ſtrange, that when the Profeſſor aſterwards attempting to 
plain Neceſſary-· exiſtence, ſpoke of it as the ſame with Be- 
ing of none, neither begotten nor ing, or being ab- 
olutely of None, and unoriginate, While that ſeems to be ex- 
preſt by Neceſſary-exiſtence and Being of none, are diſtinct Con- 
eptions. And as to the Explication he now offers of Neceſſa- 
y exiſſence, by being infinite and unchangeable in Wiſdom, &c. 
en though theſe Perfections muſt all ſtand connected in the ſame 
h, Pubject, yet their Conceptions ate diſtinct; and ſurely the be- 
Ys ng infinite and unchangeable, cannot explain Neceſſary-exiſtence, 

Es taken for the perſonal Property of the Father, which was the 

Ms thing in queſtion, unleſs the Profeſſor would hereby give Jea- 
_ as if he looked on theſe other Attributes to be alſo 
Properties of the Father, not agreeing to the Son. 

As to the other Things in the Profefior's Paper, the Com- 
zittee can find nothing from them, that doth ſhew, that their 
inute of March 15th is not juſt and fair, and as full as was 
ecdful: Only they are ſurpriſed, that the Profeſſor blamcs 
e Members, for diverting him from explaining Neceſſary ex- 
Hence was the perſonal Property of the Father, and not agreeing 
o the Son, when it was after the Profeſſor had gone off from 
his Point, that one of the Members, of whom he juſtly reckons, 


nd t the Perſon wiſhed he would make ſome Declaration, and 
im knight have added, that the Committee might find him ſound in 
Ne- this great Article; yet therein he ſtill declined to ſhew his 
y Mind, as is ſet forth in the Committec's Minutes, | 
the | | by 
es, 9 Bs E a | 
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OBSERVATIONS on the Subcominittee's 
Remarks on Profeſſor Simſon's Paper given in 
to the Committee March 197, containing a 
true State of what paſt betwixt him and the Mem- 
bers of the Committee the 15th of March Jaſt, 
when they were conſidering the Grounds of his 
Exculpation, which as be thought, had uot been 
Fully enough repreſented in that Days Minute. 


FO Oneerning which Remarks the Protefſor craves leave to ob- 

ſerve in general, That the Committee's Paper does not 
contradi& or controvert the Truth of any one Fact of Expreſſion 
therein repreſented; and therefore the Defendant's Narration is 
to be looked upon as unqueſtionably true; and by comparing 
this Account of it in the Defendant's Paper, with the Account 
of it in the Committee's Minute March 15th, it will be found, 
he had Reaſon to complain of it as defective. 

Bur the Defendant begs leave to make a few Obſervations on 
the ſeveral Paragraphs of theſe Remarks: As to the firſt he ob- 
ſerves, 1ſt, That Ge Profeſſor owns, that once at leaſt he de- 
nied Chriſt's Neceſſary- exiſtence. He anſwers, That he is only 
ſpeaking of what the laſt Aſſembly had judged relevant and 
proven; and therefore is to be underſtood, as uſual; of giving, 
not granting it were ſo. e e 

24 „He obſerves, That the Groſsneſs of the Expreſſion proves 


more ſtrongly, that it muſt have been a Trip in ſpeaking, or ra- 


ther a Miſtake of the Witneſses in hearing, lecing only three of 
thirty Witneſses examined mention any Thing of it; yet all of 
them muſt have been ſurpriſed with it, had they heard it, and 
they could not miſsed to have obſeryed it, and remembred 
it alſo. And the Defender craves the Depoſirlons may be 
pointed out, Which declare he uttered it on the Confeſſion; for 
as laid in the Libel and declared by the Witnelſses, tis only 
alledged he uttered it when teaching on the Syſtem Je creatione, 
in that Seſſion begun October 1725: And none of the ſaid 
three Witneſdes declares, that in the following Seſſion he heard 
the Defendant ſay, That Profeſsor Mark's Argument was not 

good againſt the Ariſtoreliatss 2 But he gave not the ſamie 

Reaſon for it which he had given the preceeding Seſſion: 

Therefore there is no Evidence from the Witneſses, that He 

taught this both in his explaining - the Confeffion of Faith, 
and again when explaining the Latin Syſtem. 


z4ly, The Defendant is humbly of Opinion, that he has ſuf- 


ficiently vindicated himſelf-from this Charge, by what he has 


anſwered 
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Serre ese. 


, Neceſsarily- exiſtent, in the common and ordinary 


anſivered to that Article of the Libel, and by what he had for- 


merly ſaid in his Repreſentation to the 3 of Glaſgow, 
March gth 1727; and in denying it was his Opinion, that our 
Lord JESUS CuRIS r was not Neceſsarily-exiftent, before the 
laſt Assembly 1727; and by the Paper he gave in to the ſaid 
Assembly May 18th; wherein he ſays, That CuRIS x is 
Senſe of 
that Word, as it ſignifies an Impoſſibility not to have been, 
** which is one of the eſsential Perfections of the Divine Na- 
5 ture, chat are equally common to all the three Perſons, exc.” 
And alſo by what he has ſaid in this preſent Paper on which 
theſe Remarks are made. All which he ſubmits to the General 
Aſsembly to judge, if it be not fairly to acknowledge the Ne- 
ceſsary-exiſtence of our Lord JESUS CHRIST; therefore 
at leaſt ſufficient to alleviate. 2 
| 4thly, It doth not appear to the Defendant, that it is a juſt 
Account of what he laid, to alledge that he declares, *© That 
* Cux1sT1's Neceſsary-exiſtence is tio Article of our Con- 
© feffion:” Whereas the Words of his Paper, p. 29. above, 
and p. 217 of the State, are, That the Neceſſity of the Fa- 
© ther's begetting the Son, was not determined in our own, 
cor any other Proteſtant Confeſſion, at leaſt in expreſs Words; 
*© (which is an unqueſtionable Truth) and therefore it was 
©© not ſafe or proper for the Defendant to declare any Thing a- 
© bout it, for the Reaſons ſer down in his ſaid Paper. 
. 5thly, It appears to the Defendant to be a wide miſtaking of 
his Meaning, to alledge, that divers of the eſsential Perfections 
of the Divine Nature mentioned in our Confeſſion, ſeemed by 
the Profeſsor to be accounted the perſonal Properties of the Fa- 
ther; whereas he acknowledges the perſonal Properties of the 
Father, except being of none, neither begotten nor proceeding, 
and begetting the Son, and being the firſt Perſon of the Trinuy, 
from whom and the Son proceeds the Holy Ghoſt, accotding to 
our Confeſſion of Faith and Catechiſms. And *tis proved by 
ſome of the Witneſses, that he taught, that all the eſsential Per- 
fections of the Divine Nature, contained in the Deſcription of 
God in our leſser Catechiſm, agree to the Son: And ,the on- 
ly Ground he can conceive of that Miſtake, is, his telling a Fact, 
t ſome Authors make Uſe of the Terms Independent, Neceſ- 
ſarily exiſtent, Self-exiſtent, and the like, to ſignify the foreſaid 
perſonal Property of the Father; whereas ordinarily our Di- 
vines make Uſe of them, to ſignify the eſſential Perfections of 
the Divine Nature common to all the Perſons. In the former 
of which Senſes the Defendant never uſes theſe Terms in teach- 
ing, nor approves of it in others; bur blames it, as appears by 
the concurring Teſtimony of the Witneſſes concerning his An- 
ſwer to Mr, Brown's Objection: And when he uſes theſe Terms 
himſelf, he takes them for —_— Perfections of the Divine Na+ 


ture, 


— 
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tuye, as appears from his Repreſentation 05 


th iven in to the Precby- 
tery of Glaſgow, March 27th 1727, and his Declaration to A 
ſembly 1727 May 18th, and. his other Papers; where he ap- 
plies them equally to all the Perſohs of the Godhead, 

6thly, Ne humbly thinks, that his teaching the Doctrine of our 
Confeſſion, his maintaining and proving, and recommending to 
the Students the great Truths contained therein, in his ordinary 
Courſe of teaching, as is proved by 20 Witneſſes, is a ſufficienr 
Evidence to charitable Judges, that he would not deliberately 
teach the contrary, unleſs he had a Mind to expoſe himſelf to 
the Students; and therefore, ſuppoſing he had ar one, Time in 
the Courſe of his teaching, uſed an unguarded Expreſſion, with 
reſpe& to Chriſt's Neceſſary-exiſtence, and at another Occaſion 
had not ſpoken ſo accurately about it, in antwering an Objection 
propoſed by a Student, conſidering that at both theſe Times he 
was under great Indiſpoſition of Body; which are the only two 
Inſtances mentioned in the Libel, wherein he is ſaid to have 
ſpoke any thing about it, he refers it to the venerable Aſſem- 
bly' Judgment, whether according to the Rules of the Goſpel, 
it may not deſerve a favourable Gonſtruction, | 

As to the ſecond 5 of theſe Remarks, I/, The Defendant hum- 
bly thinks, he has very plainly told his Mind as to this great 


Truth of the Neceſſary exiſtence of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt in his 


above mentioned Papers. And altho' he ſaidthe Term was am- 
biguous, by its being taken by different Authors in three different 
Senſes, one of which, is mentioned by the Defendant, as taken 
from the Presbytery of Glaſgcw's Paper, Caſe, p. 131. yet he 
made no Difficulty of affirming the Neceſſary-exiſtence of our 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt, in the very Senſe in which that Presby- 
tery explained it in their 24 Query, p. 9. and new Edition 
p. 24. both in his Anſwers to the ſaid Presbytery's Remarks 
on his Anſwers to their References, p. 140, End of 1ſt $, 
and new Edit. p. 161. and in his Paper given in to the Af 
ſembly 2 18th, mentioned above. 3 n 

 2dly, As he ſuffciencly explained his Meaning of the | avert 
Neceſſary-exiſlence of the Sen, ſo he very plainly told what hetook 
to be the Meaning of theſe Authors, who take the Term Neceſ- 
fary-exiſtence to ſignify the Father's perſonal Property, namely, 
Being of none, neither begotten nor proceeding; which being the 
Words by which our Confeſſion expreſses it, he thought could 
not but be underſtood by all in this Church, and was perſwaded 
it would be owned by all, that when any Authors, whether 
found or unſound, take it in this Senſe, whether they ue the 
Terms right or wrong, yet what they thus underſtand to be the 
Meaning of it, cannot agree to the Son of Go b, who is eternal- 
Iy begotten of the Father : But in the former Senſe in which he 
as affirmed it of the Son, it equally agrees.to the Father and Son, 


J which he thinks dis plainy that he has need both how it is 


” 
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clare they are of the Mind of theſe reverend Members of the 


E Property of the facher; 
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taken by fome for the perſonal Property of the Father, (in whieh 
Senſe it could not agree to the Son) and allo how it is taken for 
an eſſential Perfection of the Divine Nature common to both. 

34ly, Some of the Members of the Committee having ſaid th 

wanted to know what the Defendant meant by Neceſſary exiſt- 
gence, when taken for an ellential Perfection of the Divine Nature. 
To ſatisfy this Demand, the Defendant ſaid he could gut expreſs 
his Meaning of it more fitly in other Words, than hy thele of 
our Conſaſſion and Catechiſins, viz. infinite and unchangeable in 
Being, Wiſdom, Power, and other Divine Perfections; which e, 
vidently contradi& the Arian and Socinian Errors of Chriſt's be · 
ing a fin, created, contingent, changeable Being, or vaiuntay 
7 roduction; and aſcrihe to the Second Perſon of the adorable 
rinity, God the Son, that Neceſſity of Exiſtence which belongs 
to God alone, viz. That be always has been, is, and muſt 
the ſame invariably ; which is the true Import of the Names, 
FEHOVAH, and 1 AM, that are given him in Scripture, 
Which Names were alledged by — Members of the Com- 
mittee to be the Scripture Expreſſion containing their Meani 
of the Word Neceſſary - exiſtence, wherein he fully agrees with 
them, and can prove that he taught it ſince October 1725. 

It is true, Neceſary-exiſtence is a different Word from Infinite, 
wnchangeable in Being, Wiſdom, &c. And ſome Men may under- 
ſtand ſomethin elſe by it than what they do by theſe other 
Words: But the Defendant underſtands the ſame thing hy ie 
Which he does by the other, when he affirms it of the Perſon of 
the Son; in which Senſe no Socinian nor Arian can affirm it of 
him, in a conſiſtency with their Principles. And the Defendany 
may IK think it ſtrange, that any ſhould ſhew themſelves dify 
farihed with this Senſe he has giyen of it, while they have ncvey 
as yet told in what Senſe they themſelves take it, unleſs — 

1 
mittee, who gave the forementioned Scripture Meaning of it; 
Which if they do, all Ground of Difference betwixt them and 
the Defendant abaut this Point muſt be at an End, ſeeing he is as 
fully of chat Mind as they are; and upon a little Reflexion, 
may be fatisfied, that the Profeſſor may fully and clearly teach 
the Doctrine that is meant by Chriſt's Neceſſary-exiftence in tho 
Words of Scripture and our Confeſſion of Faith, though he da 


55 make uſe of the Word Neceſarily-exiſtent : And ſecing the; 


y, that being infinite aud unchangeable in Being, Wiſdom, &cc. 
and Neceſſary-exiſtence, are diſtin& Conceptions, he humbly 
craves they may let the Defendant and others know, in other. 
Words as plain, whar is their diſtin& Conception of it. 
5thly, And the Defendant fully agrees ſo far with the Remarks, 
{5 to allow, that ! ſurely the being infinite and unchaugeable, 
© cannot explain Necclary gxiftencs as taken far. the perſanab 
SY 5 2 muſt beg leave to lays FR 

\ . 
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this was not the Queſtion he was then anſwering, but what 
Was meant by the eſsential Neceſsary-exiftence of the Son; as is 
plain from his Paper remarked upon p. 28. above, and p. 216. 


S 3. of the State: And ſome of the Members having ſaid in 


** their reaſoning, they wanted to know what he meant by the 
be eſcential' Neceſsary-exiſtence of the Son, he ſaid, the beſt Way, 
< ©.” Whence it is evident, that he gave nor hereby the leaſt 
Ground of ſealouſy, as if he look*d on theſe othef Attributes to 
be alſo the Propertics of the Father, not agrecing to the Son, 
but rhe quite contrary, as may be evident to any who will read 
that 5 of his Paper. ' | | 
As to the 3d 6, the Defendant humbly thinks, that whoever 
compares the Commitree's Minute of March 15. with his ſaid 
Paper, may eafily perceive that it was not ſo full as was nced- 
ful co ſer that Matter in its true Light. 1. Becauſe it does not 
mention the Explication he gave of the eſtential Neceſsary-exiſt- 
ence of the Son of God, in anſwer to what was demanded by 
om: in their —— And 24ly, Becauſe it did not mention, 
hat when ſome Members ſaid, they wiſhed the Profeſſor would 
make ſome further Declaration about the Neceſsary- exiſtence of 
Chriſt that might be tranſmitred to the Aſſembly, other Mem- 
bers replied, they would not regard any Declaration he ſhould 
now make, nor would they tranſmit it to the Aſſembly, becauſe 
Hereticks or falſe Teachers would ſay any thing might relieve 
them when in Danger, . which made the Detendant fay, he 
would make no further Declaration, before ever the Queſtion 
mentioned in the Minute was propoſed, as his Paper narrates 
_ many other Things of Importance that are omitted in 
the former Part of that Paper. 34ly, Becauſe it repreſents, as the 
chief ar only Thing deſiderated by the Members, that the Pro 
or had never yet explained in what Senſe he underſtood Ne- 
teſsar) exiſtence to be the perſonal Property of the Father; where- 
as ſome Members deſired alſo to know what he meant by the 
_ Neceſsary-exiſtence of the Son; to which he anſwered 
as above. And he remembers alſo, ſome had deſired he might 
mew the Senſe of that Term, when taken for the Father's per · 
onal Property. In which Caſe he having only related a Fact 
id. in what Senfe ſome Authors took it; fe cold he underſtood 
ter Meaning to be rhe fame which our Confeſſion means by 


being of none, neither begorten nor proceeding ; but, he baring 


never uſed it in that Senſe, had no peculiar Senſe of his o 

about it, nor did he ever pretend to vindicate that Senſe of it, 
but the contrar. 8 Ik b 
' 4:h!y, He further obſerves, that the Account given of what 
he laid after propoſing the ſaid Queſtion is very lame and defe- 
ive, and is humbly of Opinion, that what he has ſaid in this Pa- 
Per remarked upon, when compared with the Obſervations juſt 
now made on theſe Remarks, and what is deponed by the Wits 


ed; 


nefſes 
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neſses on the three Branches of his Exculpation, may ſatisfy & 
very candid and impartial Reader, of his ound in 

reat Article; and that he has given more full and plain Proof, 
boch of what he has taught, believes and maintains concerning 
it, than any other Member of this Church has done, ſo far as 
be has heard. 

March 20. The Committee proceeded to the 7th Article of 
the Libel, viz. Deus pater ſuit ante Deum filium, non tempore 
ſed cauſalitate: And alſo theſe Words, Ni ſupponamus Deum 
non poſſe creare ab aterno. And this Article being read, and the 
Profetior heard thereupon, the Committee, after ſome Reaſon- 
ing upon it, agreed to report to the Aſſembly, That they find 
uo Witneſs deponing upon this Article, ſave Mr. Sloſs the firſt 
Witneſs ;, and that therefore the ſame is not proven. | 

Then the Committee proceeded to the Conſideration of thele . 
Articles, for Proof whereof no Witneſſes have been adduced, 
but are to be proven from the Profeſſor's own Papers and 
Writings; and the ſaid Articles were read from the Presbytery 
of Glaſgow's Libel againſt the Profeſſor, and they are, © © 


Imo, That the Profeſſor owned and acknowledged, That in 
ſpeaking of the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, he did not uſe the Terms Ne- 
ceſſary· exiſtence nor Independency, and gave this pretended Rea- 
ſon for it, That they are not mentioned concerning Chriſt inthe Holy 
Scriptures, nor our Confeſſion of Faith, nor the Syſtem he teaches. 

2do, That he has taught or vented, That Self. exiſtence, Ne- 
ceſſary. exiſtence, Independeney, Supreme Deity, and the Title 
of the Only true God, may be taken, and are by ſome Authors 
talen in à Senſe that includes the perſonal Property of the Fa- 
ther, and ſo not belonging to the Son; and the“ he ſaid, That 


Neceſſary. exiſtence, Independency, Supreme Deity, and the 


Title of the Only True God, might belong to the Son, in ſuch 
Senſe as included not the perſonal Property of the Father; yet he 
told not what that Senſe was, but without doing ſo, he incul- 
cated the foreſaid Diſtinction, as a Caution that might be ne- 
eeſary for Students, in reading both ancient and modern Au- 
#hors, whether Friends or Adverſaries to the Truth. ; 
ztio, And that he uſed to affirm, after inſiſting on the foreſaid 


| Diſtinction, with reſpect᷑ to the Self cxiſtence of the Son, That hg 


would take it as 4 Piece of uſeful Caution or Inſtruction, both to 
him and his Students, if the Presbytery would declare the 1 

Meaning of that Engliſi Term of Art, as he thought fit to call 
it, when it is to be affirmed of the Perſon of the Sons Ana 
he ſaid the ſame of the Holy Ghoſt, 


Eodem die poſt meridiem. The Committee went on to the Con- 
ſideration of the firſt two Articles that were then read, and the 
lecond Article was again read, and alſo the third; and eee 

- . or's 
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bern Defence againſt theſe 1552 as they are ſet down ig 


printed Caſe, were read, and he himſelf was alſo fully 
heard ; and then being removed, the Committee diſcourſed at 
great Length, as to the Relevancy of the ſaid two Articles to 
ter Cenfure; and after mature Deliberation, the Vote was 
ſtated, Relevant or not? And it carried, Relevant. And there- 
ore the Committee give it as their Opinion to the Aſſembly, That 
he ſaid firſt and ſecond Articles are relevant to infer Cenſure. 
Then the Committee proceeded to the Proof of the ſaid two 
=_ Articles; and for proving of them, the Profeſſor's own 
ords, as ſet down in his Letter to the Presbytery of Glaſgow, 
dated the 2d of March 1726, and what he ſays upon theſe Sub- 
jees in his printed Caſe, p. 30 and 33, were read, and he him- 
ſelf was fully heard what he had kuk pe to ſay againſt che faid 
Proof: And after much Reaſoning thereupon, The Committee 
found the firſt Article [ufficiently proven, and delayed further 
Conſideration of the Proof ofthe ſecond Article till To morrow, 
and appointed Maſters John Hamilton, John Scot and Andrew 
Tait, to read with Attention all the Paſſages in the Profeſſor's 
me Caſe, that relate to the foreſaid Three Articles, and to 
ready To-morrow to point out to the Committee, ſuch of 
them as concern the Relevancy ot the third Article, and the 
Proof of both the Second and Third, and to condeſcend upon 
the particular Pages, where each of theſe Paſſages are tobe found, 
March 21. ante meridiem. The Committee being to go on to 
the Proof of the Second Article, the Subcommittee pointed out 
the Paſſages for proving thereof, as they ſtand in >. 30 and ; 3 
of the printed — 3 and the ſame being read, the Profeſſol 
was heard to read what he had further to ſay, from a Paper 
Ee had prepared, and which, after reading, he ſubſcribed and 
ve in io the Clerk, and afterwards removed. The Tenor of 
hich' Paper follows. e 
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REMAR KS by Profeſſor & f Ms o N, upon the 
Proc of the Second Article of the Libel, taken 
out of his Papers. | | 


1 r is proved, That the Profeſsor gave ſufficient Caution a. 
gainſt — the Terms Independent and Ne NN 
when uſed to ſignify the perſonal property of the Father, to wit, 
being of none, neither begotten nor proceeding, in the only Inſtance 
Where he had Occaſion to ſpeak of that Uſe of them, viz. On 
the Student's Objection: Where the Objector manifeſtly rakes 
them in that Senfe, elle there is nothing of Force in his Obfe. 
| 4 9 2 


Gion; 


| 9 ) 
Sion: For it is proved, That che Profeſsor then called them 
unfit, improper and impertinent, when ſpeaking of the Trinity. 
And other Witneſses who depone on the ſaid Dipute, ſay, Thar 
the Uſe of the Terms he called ſo, was, their being uſed to 
expreſs the perſonal Relations of the Divine Perſons. | 

For the former Part, ſee Witneſs 6th, p. 80 and 81. Wit- 
neſs 9. p. 82 at the Foot. Witneſs 15. p. 87. 

On the laſt, Ritchie, Witneſs 2. p. 76. Boyd Witneß 9. 
p-. 82. near the Foot. Stirling, Witneſs 26. p. 95. Maclaeg 
Witneſs 20. p. 90. | f : 

Now, theſe Terms being commonly uſed to ſignify the 
Eſiential Perſections of the Divine Nature, that are common to 
all the Divine Perſons, the calling them unſit, improper or 
impertinent, when uled to expreſs their perſonal Properties or 
Relations, or calling this Uſe of them philoſophical Nuceties, 
was a very eftc&ual Caution to the Students. 

It is alſo to be obſerved, That the not diſtinguiſhing carefully 
berwixt theſe Two, namely, his telling the Facts, That ſome 
Authors took theſe Terms to ſignify or include in their Mean- 
ing, Being of none, &c. and his teaching, That Independency, 
Seif-exiſtence, &c. were the perſonal Properties of the Father; 
ſecms to have been the chief Occaſion, of all the Miſunderſtand- 
ings that have fallen in betwixt the Reverend Presbytery of 
Glaſgow and him; yet he thinks, it appears plain from all his 
Papers, that he has always carefully diffinguiſhed berwixt theſe 
two, and never dreamed of any other perſonal Properties of the 
Divine Perſons, except theſe Three mentioned in our Confeſſion 
of Faith, Chap. II. S 3. Larger Catechiſm, Queſt. 9 and fo. 
and did not approve of the expreſſing the Father's perſonal Pro- 
perty by any of the Terms mentioned; but on the contrary, 
diſapproved of it as above? Nor did he ever to his Remem- 
brance uſe them ſo, but always took them for the Eſ5ential per- 
ſections of the Divine Nature common to all the Perſons, fo 
far as he had Occaſion to mention any of them in teaching. And 
humbly thinks it was his Duty to warn the Students, that ſome 
eminent Friends of the Truth, took them to ſignify the Father's 
2 Property, and ſo by way of Eminency, or emphatical - 
y, applied them to the Father alone; by whichthey did not ex- 
clude che Son and the Holy Ghoſt from 4 cqually with 
the Father, theſe Divine Perfections commonly Gonifrd by 
theſe Terms, but on the contrary, included them: Whereas 
the Adverſaries of the Truth uſed the ſame Terms, to ſignify 

e Eſſential Perſections of the Father, excluding the Son and Ho- 
y Ghoſt from equally poſſeſſing them; which alſo he warned the 
Students of. Which he alſo humbly chinks,might ſufficiently guard 
them againſt being impoſed upon by Adverſaries, uſing the 
fame Terms in a quite different Senſe from that of its * 
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klcho' by both they be appropriated only to the Fatfier, yet ith 
ſuch oppoſice Senſes. «ha FAR 


Edinburgh, March 
g 21. 1728. * ' hed di 
| | Joun Stuson, 


Then the Committee, after long Reaſoning upon all that had 
been laid before them, Found it proven, That the Profeſsor taught 
or ven:ed, that Selt-exiſtence, Neceflary-exiſtence, Independen- 
cy, Supreme Deity, and the Title of the Only true God, are 
taten by ſome Authors, in a Senſe that includes the perſonal 
Property of the Father, and ſo not belonging to the Son: Ang 
it being reaſoned in the Committee, That it likewiſe appeared 
from his Papers, That he aſserted the foreſaid Nrms MAY 
be ſo taken, the Committeeappointed Maſters Allan Logan, John 
Hamilton, John Brand and Alexander Anderſon, Miniſters, and 
the Lord Grange Ruling Elder, to inſpect the Paſsages of his 
Papers, and from them to lay together the Proofs of this Point; 
kind bring them in to the Committee at another Meeting. 
March 22. ante meridiem. The Subcommitree appointed to 
collect the Proofs of the Second and Third Articles, found rele- 
vant at preceeding Diets, brought in their Report, which was 
twice read, and ſome Amendments were made thereto. The 
Tenor whereof, as amended, follows. 


＋ HE Subcommittee taking into Conſideration, how far it is 


roven, That Profeſsor Simſon hath taught or vented, that 
Self exiſtence, Neceſsary-exiſtence, Independency, Supreme Deity, 
and the Title of the Only True God, may be taken in a Senſe 
that includes the perſonal Property of the Father, and ſo belongs 
not to the Son; | | | | | 
They do find from the Profeſsor*s Papers, That in his An- 
ſwers to the Presbytery of . their References, p. 33 of 
the ſecond Edition of his printed Caſe, he faith ofall theſe Terms: 
* Theſe Words either actually have been, or may be meant by 
„, ſome Authors, whether the Words be ufed right or wrong 
cc in that Senſe, namely, as including the Father's perſonal Pro- 
4 perty; in which alone theſe Words or Expreſſions cannot be 


<& truly affirmed of the Son.“ Where it doth not appear, 


That Mr. Simſon hath condemned ſuch Abuſe of theſe Terms 
in reſtricting them to the Father, as including his perſonal 
Property, or that he warned the Students to guard againſt ſuch 
Abuſe of them; which ſeems a moſt proper Caution in this 
Caſe: But that inſtead thereof, he hath ſo far gone in him- 
ſelf to ſuch Abuſe of them, that he owns he is careful to 


fhew the Students, That in this Senſe they cannot * 
9 


) 


of che Son; and —_— he endeavours to ſhew this, as t& 
all theſe Terms in that Paſſage quoted. | 

As to the Term of Self exiſtence, they find, That in his faid 
Anſwers, p. 23. a little after the Middle, he faith, © That he 
* would take it as a Piece of uſeful Caution or Inſtruction to 
him and the Students, if the Presbytery would declare the 
66 8 of that Engliſh Term of Art, when it is to be 
& affirmed of the Son or Holy Ghoſt, as is mentioned in the 
©* Cloſe ot the Libel.” Whereby the Profeſſor ſhews, that he 
knew no true Meaning of that Term, when applied to the Per- 
ſon of — Son and Holy Ghoſt. * | 
As to the Terms of Neceſsary-exi and Independence, t 
find, That in his 4 Anfers P- 33- a little before the Wade. 
he faith, ** They are ambiguous Terms of Art, uſed in very 
different Meanings, and never affirmed of the Perſon of the 
Son of God, either in the Holy Scriptures, or our Confeſſion 
„ Faith and Carechiſms, or in the Syſtem he teacheth on the 
Subject of the Trinity, namely Pictet's: And therefore he 
** may reaſonably forbear the Uſe of them, both in teaching and 
*c preaching. And yet the Neceſsary-exiſtence of the Son of 
©© God, and his Independency, be as inuch a Part of his Faith, 
4 as of the Faith of the Prophets, Apoſtles, c.“ And p. 
of the printed Caſe, towards the Cloſe of the feſt Paragraph, ho 
calls theſe ** ambiguous Terms ef Art, which ate apter to en- 
© gender Strife, than to encreaſe our Knowledge and Love cf 
© God, and of one another: For which and ». i. Reaſons he 
© never uſed them.” In both which Paſſages, che Profeſſor 

lainly ſhews, That Neceſſary-exiſtenc? and Independency, may 
be fitly taken as including the Father's perſonal Property; other - 
wiſe, what Shew could there be in the Reaſon he in both Places 
aſſigns, of his forbearing to uſe them with reſpect to the Son ? 
For how can it be thought, that in their juſt Meaning they 
ought not to be affirmed cf the Son, becauſe others abuſe them, 
to include the perſonal Property of the Father? 

Further, Profeſſor Simſon in his Anſwers to the Remarks, p. 
139, Cloſe of the ſaid Page, faith, © That Neceſsary exiſtence 
** being taken by ſome Authors for being of none, or teceiving 
nothing from any other Being or Perſon, in this Senſe it can 
* only agree to the Father, and cannor be applicd to the Son; 
© tho in any other Senſe, even the higheſt, conſiſtent with 
& being Erernally begotten, it agrees to the Son.” Where the 
Profeflor teacheth a Senſe of 1 rn we not agreeing to 
the Son, and mentions no orthodox Author taking it in that 
Senſe; and inſinuates a lower Senſe, wherein ir agreeth to the 
Son, and a higher, wherein it agreeth to the Father. 

Likewiſe it appears by the Depoſitions of Witneſſes, that Pro- 
feſſor Simſon ſaid in anſwering ſome Objection before the Stu- 


dents, If dependency be m_— in ſuch a Senſe, as to wm” * 
the 


13 K 42 )) | 
ine perſonal Property of the Father, it could not be applied ge 
the Son; and that he diſtinguiſhed the Meaning of the Word 
Jadependent, as in his Letters and Anſwers-to the References; 
ſee the Depoſitions of Mr. Brown, N. 6. and Mr. Boyd N. 9. 
which plainly ſnew he taught and vented, that i»dependency 
may be taken in ſuch a Senſe as agreeth not to the Son. 

Again the Profeſſor in teaching, being urged with an Obje+ 

ction, That it was poſſible the Son might never have had a 

Being, and the Father miglit have been without him, and the 

Son would not be Neceſſarily exiſtent; He anſwered, We know 

not theſe Things, or we know not whether ke might have hat a 

Being er not, and how do you know that; and that this is 4 

Philoſophical Nicety we know nothing about. See the Depoſi- 

tions of Mr. Brown, Numb. 6. Mr. Boyd, N. 9. Mr. Barr, 

N. 15. which ſneweth his venting and teaching, at leaſt ſome 

Senſe of the Term Neceſſarily * which agrees not to the 

r 2 " 

Alſd in anſweting an Objection before the Students, the Pro- 
felsor taught the Terms Independent and Neceſſarily-exiſtent were 

not uſed in Scripture, and were unke to be uſed, and were im- 
pertinent, and not proper when ſpeaking of the Trinity. See the 

Depeſitions of Mr. Barr, N. 15. Mr. Stirling, N. 26. Mr. Maclae, 

N. 20. which could not be, becauſe theſe did not agree to the 

Father, and ſo muſt be, becauſe in the true and high Meaning 

- thereof, in the Profeſsor's teaching, he looked on them as what 

could nor be affirmed of the Son. r 

*Tis here alſo ro be conſidered, as appears by all the Depoſi- 
tions above- mentioned, that it was, when one of the Students 
argued how abſurd it was, not to aſcribe Independency and Ne. 
ceſſary-exiſtence to our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, that the Profeſsor took 
not the true and ordinary Way of other orthodox Divines, in 

. making his Anſwers thereto, but the ſtrange and unuſual Way 
8 for which there appears no Reaſon, but his 

aving taught ar leaſt ſome Senſe of Independency and Heceſſa- 
2 wherein he thought it could not be aſcribed to the 

n of God. 8 ; * 

As to the Term of Supreme Deity, they find, That Profeſsorł 
Simſon in his Letter to the Presbytery, p. 5. of tlie printed 
Cafe, a little before the Middle, owns, That when read - 
* ing in Pictet, Chriſtus eft ſummus Deus, he thinks it pre 
wy bable, he might have ſaid, the Words were to be underſtood 
871 cum grano ſalis, becauſe he often uſeth this Phraſe, as te 

* Terms not taken in the greateſt Latitude, wherein they arc 
© uſed by ſome Authors.“ And he further ſays, / the Wor 

immus Deus were taken in ſuch Latitude, as to include th 
Far her anne Property, they could not be affirmed of th 
Son. Where it is evident, that he teacheth one Uſe of this Term 


ii ies Latitude or higheſt Senſe, wherein it agreeth to the 3 


* 
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ther and not to the Son, and _ Uſe of this Term, where. 
it may agree to the Son. r 
By this Phraſe, cum grano ſalis, applied to the Term um- 
mus Deus, it further appears, That the Profeflor had taught the 
Students, that the Terms, Self exiſtence, Neceſſary-exiſtence, In. 
dependency, and the Title of the Only rrue God, were in like 
Manner to be interpreted cum grano ſalis, when applied to the 
Son, becauſe theſe Terms are not then uſed in the greateſt La- 
titude wherein they are-uſed by ſome Authors, which the Proy 
fefſor owns in his Anſwers to the Remarks, p. 141. of the 
Caſe, a little before the Middle, ſaying, ſeveral of the Ancienty 
did apply the fame Diſtinction, namely, of a higher and lower 
Senſe, wherein they agreed, and wherein they agreed not to 
the Son, to ſome other Divine Titles; and after he faith, Thar 
the Students, by theſe he hath mentioned, can by Parity of 
Reaſon caſily judge of the Uſe of theſe Terms, 8 
The Subcommitrge further repreſent to the Committee, that 
however Profeſſor Simſon owns his Care to acquaint the Stu- 
dents of a Senſe of theſe Terms, as including the perſona! Pro- 
perty of the Father, in which they cannot be affirmed of our 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and mentions a Senſe of them, wherein they 
agree to our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, without explaining it, except- 
ing that it is not in their Latitude, but when taken cp grang 
ſalis; yet it doth not appear, that he either cautioned the Stu- 
dents ta be on theix Guard from theſe Authors, ancient or modern 
they might happen to read, leſt they learned is deny all, or any 
of theſe eſſential Perfeftions mentioned to the Son of God, ot 
that he was careful to refute that Senſe, and ſhew it unteaſon- 
able for them to fall in with ſuch a Way of judging and ſpeaky 


m * 0 
The Committee having heard and conſidered the forgſaid Re. 


port, and compared the ſame with the Depoſitions and Paſſages 


out of. the printed Caſe therein quotted, they found, that thg 
Grounds of the Proof were therein juſtly repreſented; and then 
having put the Queſtion, Suſtain the Proof of the foreſaid ſes 
cond and third Articles or not? it carried, Suſtain: And theres 
fore the Committee give it as their Opinion to the Aſſembly, that 
the ſecond and third Articles of the Libel ſet down in their My 
gure the 20th current, ante meridiem, are ſufficiently proven. 
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OBSERVATIONS by Profeſſor $1180 x; 
ou the Committees Proceedings on the three Ar- 
ticles of the Libel,taken out of bis Papers, both 
as to Relevancy and Proof. bete, 3 


9 775 i A — 9. 


2 


2 W Ith reſpe& to Relevancy, all that he takes Notice of ac 
| | tie 


preſent is, Thar what the Committee in their Reaſoning 
ſeemed to found the Relevancy upon, was, I hat the Terms In. 
dependency, &c. were relevant, if the Profeſſor had ſaid that 
they may be rightly ſo taken, but not his ſaying theſe Terms 
were or may in Fact be fo taken, whether the Words be uſed 
right or wrong. In determining this Relevancy, they do not 


tell that it is the ſaying Oy are rightly ſo taken that is relevant. 


This the Profeſſor always has denied, and never ſaid more, bur 
that ſome took theſe Terms ſo, or might poſſibly in Fact take 
them ſo; for what has been may be. And as to the Term, 
Neceſſary-exiſtence, ſuppoſe them Adverſaries who pur it in the 
Place of Being of None, there is the more Need to be cautious 


ſhould think ir is taken in that Senſe. 


in uſing of that Term without an Explication, leſt the World | 


NOR 


It is obſerved, Firſt, That in the Subcommittec's State of it, 
they only ſay that theſe Terms may be, and not may rightly 
be raken in a Senſe that includes the perſonal Property of the 
Father, which is manifeſtly ambiguous, as is juſt now ſaid. 

2dly, 5 do not pretend to prove this by the Deſendant's 
expreſs Words, or by Words directly, and not by Inference to 
the ſame Import; which manifeſtly contradicts theſe expreſs 
Words of the Libel, viz. © Or ufed other Expreſſidns or Pro- 
* poſitions directly, and not by Inference to the ſame Import.” 
Bur inſtead of this, they cite for Proof Paſſages of his Letter, 
plainly not ta the ſame Import as they ly in his Papers; which 
they endeavour by loug Reaſonirigs to prove to be of thþ ſame 
Import, tho? contrary to the declared Meaning 'of the Defen- 
dant: Which appears, Firſt, From their fit Quotation, p. 40 
above, Theſe Words either actually have been, or may be 
** meant by ſome Authors, whether the Words be uſed right 
© or wrong in that Senſe.” Where it may be evident, thar 
his not calling that Senſe an Abuſe of the Terms in that Part of 
his Paper, is no Evidence that he approved of that Uſe of them; 


as neither 15 his telling the Students, that in that Senſe they could 
not be affirmed of the Son, a Proof that he himſelf goes into 


that 


A 


lee CY ©, e eee 


that Abuſe of them : For . oever the Words be abu 
ſed in taking them for the Father's perſonal Property, yet chat 
Senſe of them can never agrer to the Son. N 
The 24 Inſtance is, That he would take it as a piece of uſe- 
ful Caution, c. p. 41, above, and 2.30. of the State; where 
the Defendant ſays —_— to Import, that theſe Terms 
may be rightly uſed. And his deſiring the Presbytery would 
44. their Meaning of that Engliſh Term Self-exiſtent when it 
is to be affirmed of the Perſon of the Son or Holy Ghoſt, does 
not ſhew: that he knew no true Meaning of it when to be fo 
applied; but he ſuſpected, by what he had heard from ſome 
Member or other of the Presbyter y, that they had no diſtin& 
Meaning of it when it was to be ſo applied. And that he was 
not miſtaken, appears pretty plain from the Presbytery's Re- 
marks on his Anſwers to their References, Caſe, p. 133. $ 3. 
where the Term defined is made a part of the Definir S 


> 
The 34 Inſtance is made up of two Citations; in neither of 
which are Words that directly, and not by Inference, import, 
that the Terms . e en and Independency may be 
rightly taken as including the Father's perſonal Property; but ra- 


ther the gontrary: For the Defendant is in theſe Paſlages — 


why he might reaſonably forbear the Uſe of theſe Terms, 
yet fully teach the Doctrine of the hg Sp contained in Scri- 
prure and our Confeſſion of Faith, as other good Divines have 
done: And although this be none of the Reaſons that theſe 
Terms may be fitly taken to ſignify the Father's perſonal Pro- 
perty, yet the Committee will have this to be the Profeſſor s O- 
pinion, becauſe they cannot fee for what other Reaſon he ſhould 
forbear the Uſe of them; though in the Place cited he gave quite 
other Reaſons, but not this. By this Method of proving, any 
thing may be proved from any thing. 38 

The 4b Inſtance, p. 4:. above, neither ſays, the Term 
Neceſſaty-exiſtence may be rightly taken, nor Words dir 
to the ſame Import; but only mentions a Senſe in which it 
can only agree to the Father; which all in this Church muſt 
own. And when he fays, though in any other Senſe (even 
the higheſt conſiſtent with being eternally begorten ) it agrees 
to the Son, he docs not inſinuate a lower Senſe wherein it a- 
groes to the Son, and a higher wherein it agrees to the Father; 


but on the contrary, ſays, in the higheſt Senſe it agrees to the 


Son, and in another Senſe, but not a higher, it agrees to the 
Father, viz. for being of none, or receiving nothing from any - 
ther Being or Perſon. And although no orthodox Author take 
it in this Senſe, yet this Senſe cannot agree to the Son, how- 
ever the Term may be abuſed. | | N 
The Profeſſor obſerves, that this laſt Inſtance is taken out of 
one of his Papers drawn up fince the Libel was framed, and 


1188 
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therefore could not by the Framers of it be taken as a Proof 
e hehn bart rnoghyge 10) TT OTIS 
=" The next four No in this Proof are taken from the 
Depoſitions of the Witneſſes, although it be owned by the Com- 
mittec, that the Proof is to be taken from what he ſaid in his 
Papers, p. 35. above. Then the Committee proceeded to the 
"Confideration of thele Articles, for Proof whereof no WyneF 
ſes have been adduced, but are to be proven out of his Papers 
and Writings. Fr ploy 
Concerning which Paſſages from the Depoſitions, the Defen- 

dant obſerves, xff, That in each of theſe Paragraphs they men- 
tion an Obje&ion, ſo as might lead People to think that there 
were three or four different Objections made by Students; 
whereas fiom the Depoſitions of Witneſſes it is evident, that 
the Objection was made only once, and by one Student. 

 _ 2dly, That the Depoſitions of the Witneſſes with relation to 
that Obje&ion, are widely miſtaken, as the Defendant ſhews in 
his Paper on the third Head of Exculpation, where they are 

ſttated in their natural Order, and fer in their due Light. | 

zdly, His diſtinguiſhing the Meaning of the Word Independ- 
ency as mentioned in the ſaid Depoſitions, was approved of by 
the laſt Aſſembly; which diſtinguiſhed between a-ſeitas eſſentia- 
tis and perſonalis, and the independentia eſſentialis and perſonalis : 

So that the Defendant's Anſwer to this Objection was agreeable 
to the Anſwer given to it by other orthodox Divines, although 
he did not ule their very Words. | 

Ihe 5th Inſtance taken from his Papers, p. 42. above, does 
as little as the former prove, he ſaid any 61 theſe Terms may 
be righily taken for the perſonal Property of the Father, or 
other Words directly ro that Import, where he is only telling 
an uncontroverted Fact, and the Defendant's ſaying, he might 

robably on that Occaſion have uſed that Expreſſion cum grano 
ſalis (while yet tis highly improbable he did uſe it) ſeeing there 
is no Evidence of it, either from the Precognition or the Dep6- 
ſitions of Witnefles, far leſs is there any Evidence that he ſaid 
the Title Summus Deus might be rightly taken for the Father's 
perſonal Property, nor that it was to be taken in a lower Senſe 
when applied to the Son; but he is there ſpeaking of theſe 
Words being taken in a greater or leſſer Latitude by Authors, 
which ought not to be confounded with a higher and lower 

Senſe; for which he refers to p. 5. $ 2. of the Caſe, and p. 24. 

S laſt of the State, exc. by which it will appear, the Defen. 

dant's Meaning is quite miſtaken, and as it ſtands in the Sub- 

committee's Paper for Proof of theſe Articles is wholly miſ · 
repreſented. 

6thiy, The following S. p. 43. above, produces no Words 

of the Defendant's,- wherein by expreſs Words, or others di- 
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rectly of the ſame Import, the Terms Self-exiſtence and Neceſſa- 
| ry: 


* ry-exiftente might be rightly . ec. but contains a Reaſon- 
dor ing frota che foreſaid Pliſrepreſentation of the Phrale cum. gra- 
20 ſalis, as if the Defendant had made uſe of that . 
the | iwhen (peaking of theſe Terms, and uſed it to fignify a higher 
m- | and lower Senſe ot the Terms, to give a wrong Meaning to 
his what the Defendant ſays in anſwer to the Presbytery's Remarks 
the on his Aniwers to their References, Where he ſpeaks not of a 
x | higher and lower Senſe of theſe Terms, but of a Senſe of a. 
ers greater and leſſer Latitude. If Judges may take a Liberty of 
0 putting in Words of their own, inſtead of the Words uſed by 
en- | an N in his Papers, they may certainly prove What they 
en- leaſe. . | Þ- 1 
ere F The laſt Argument they bring for Proof of theſe Articles, is 
ts not taken from any Words they cite from the Defendant's Pa- 
hat | pers, but from a rr and miſrepreſenting again his 
Meaning he gave of the Phraſe cum grano ſalis, ſuppoling he 
to | had uſed it, and that it did not appear he had given, ſufficient, 
in Caution to the Students: All which can ſignify nothing to the 
are | Proof of theſe Articles taken from his Papers. And the Defend- 
ant hopes, that it doth appear to others, from ſeveral Places 
n+ | of his Papers, that he gave ſufficient Caution to the Students 3 
by and if he be guilty of any Defect in this, he's very willing to 
la- receive Inſtruction about it. p "TE" Ly 
lis: _ Upon the whole, all that appears from the Defendant's Pa- 
ble | pers with reſpect to theſe Articles, is, that he told the Students 
igh tome different Senſes in which theſe Terms were uſed, as every 
Teacher muſt do, that thereby he might give Caution to the 
oes Students, leſt they ſhould be impoſed upon by the Artifices of 
nay | the Enemies of the Truth, as is fully declared in his former 
or Papers. And cannot but be exceedingly concerned, that what 
ing | he ſo uprightly deſigned for good, {hould be ſo much miſap- 
git prehended and turned againſt him. 


- 


ano March 22. The Subcommittee appointed to conſider the Que- 
ere ries put to the Profeſſor by the Presbytery of Glaſgow, again 
po- brought in their Report: Which being read, and conſidered 
by the Committee, and they having made ſome Amendments 
ers thereto, the ſame was approven, and an Overture thereupon 


was agreed to, in the Terms following. 


ots, N br Subcommittee appointed to conſider the Queries pro- 
poſed, by the Presbytery of Glaſgow to Proſeſſor Sim/on, 
24. and what hath followed thereupon, report, That in obedience 
ens to the Act of the General Aſſembly, May 17th 1726, for pre- 
ub ferving Parity of Doctrine, which appoints, That the Presby- 
nil ·¶ tery proceed with all Diligence in their Enquiry into Mr. Sim. 
ſon's Opinions concerning the Doctrine of the Holy Trinity, and 
rds — arly as, to the Paſſages and Expreſſions relative thereto 
contained in his Letter to them, the ſaid Presbytery have — 

ſſa- * po 


poſed ſeveral Queſtions to aloe te mtmgntby him 


which Queſtions the Profeſſor declined to anfwer, in r 
the Presbytery was not authoriſed by the above ſaid Act of Al- 
ſembly to put Queſtions to him; and that this Method of In- 
iron is finful, being contrary to the Rules of rhe Goſpel, 
the Conſtitutions of. this Church, the Laws of the Land, and 
the Rights of every free Subject; and allo, becauſe the Queſti - 
ons themſelves were not determined in our on or any other 
Catholick Creed ot Confeſſion of Faith, as his Letter to the Com- 


mittee for Purity of Doctrine, November 1th 17126, more fully 


bears, and likewiſe the Minutes of the ſaid Presbytery. 


The Subcommittee further obſetves, That all the Notice the 


Committee then took of the Profeſſor's Letter to them, was, 
that they appointed a Letter to be written to the Presbytery of 
Glaſgow, adviſing them to point out the Paſſages in the Profeſ- 
ſor's Letter, on which theſe Queſtions to him are founded, and 
to take particular notice of the Paſſages of the Word of God, 
Confeſſion of Faith, and Larger and Shorter Catechiſms of this 
Church founded thereon, to which they judge theſe are contrary. 

The Presbytery of Glaſgow, November 23d 1726, in obe 
ence to the Advice given them by the Committee, pointed out 
in Writing the Paſlages in the Profeſſor's Letter on which theſe 
Queſtions to him are founded, exc. To which Paper of Refe« 
rences, the Profeſſor gives Anſwers : But the Presbytery with 
Reaſon found, that the Profeſſor therein anſwered none of their. 
Queries, except the laſt, referring the further Conſideration of 
them to the conjun& Meeting of the Committee of Aſſembly 
and Presbytery. * = Df 

The Committee in conjunction with the Pr y found, 
That theſe Anſwers had not removed the Suſpicion of the Pro- 
fefſor's Unſoundnels in his teaching on the Head of the Trinity; 
and agreed, That he ſhould be required to give plain, dire& 
and expreſs Anſwers to the Queſtions : And on his refuſing to 
anſwer, or if by his Anſwers it appear to them unſafe that he 
ſhould teach or preach, that they do ſuſpend him in Terms o 
the foreſaid Act of Aſſembly. Accordingly the Presbyrery did 
require him to give ſuch Anſwers. | £ 

To the Presbytery, which met March 29th 1727, Profeſſor 
Simſon gave in a Repreſentation, wherein he gives no direct, 
plain and expreſs Anſwers to the Queſtions, as enjoined b 
the Committee to do, but rather ſeems to juſtify his Condu 
and Way of Teaching on the Trinity; even although there. 
in the Profeflor acknowledges, p. 45 of the printed Caſe, 
That in former Years he has made uſe of ſome different Hypo- 
theſes, that have been advanced by ſundry Divines of great E- 
ſteem, which upon Trial he finds are not ſufficient for removi 
Difficulties urged on all Hands by the Adverſaries of the Trini- 
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but N contrary, are ready to lead the Students ints 
omedangerous Error. 1 
Upon Which Repreſentation the Presbytery make ſome Re- 
marks, ſhewing their Diſlatisfaction therewich. - To which the 
Profeſsor gives Anſwers, without giving plain or direct An- 
ſwers to the Queſtions. But the Presbytery proceeded. no fur- 
— Assembly, 


ther, in regard of the near Approach of the 
and referred the whole to them. 

The Committee having conſidered the Behaviour of Mr. Sim- 
ſon, humbly offer it as their Opinion to the venerable Aſſem- 
bly, that he is highly culpable, and deterves Cenſure, through 
his forgfaid Diſobedience to the Act of Aſſembly, and the Or- 
ders of the Presbytery and Committee, and in that he ma- 
keth bold to juſtify his ſaid Conduct, from ſuch Grounds, as 
tend to overthrow the Diſcipline in uſe throughout this Church, 
in the Caſe of all Scandals, and to condemn the Practice of Af 
ſemblies and other ſudicatures, in their Procedure with Perſons 
juſtly ſulpected of Error, or concerning whom there is a fam 
clamoſa of their being erroneous : And that it will be the more 
needful the Aﬀembly duly animadyert upon this, to prevent 
the like Diſorders in any others hereafter, and fo prevent the 
ſpreading of dangerous Errors. through not queſtioning Per- 
28 whom there is a juſt Suſpicion or ama clamoſa as 

I . ” 
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REMARKS by My. Joan S1MSON, 
Profeſſor of Divinity at Glaſgow, up- 
on the Committee concerning the Que- 
ries propoſed by the Presbytery of Glaſ- 
gow to him. f 


* 
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Remark 1. Hz Profeſſor is humbly of Opinion, that the 

T Presbytery of Glaſgow were fo far from ob- 
ſerving the AR of Aſſembly May: 17th 1726, by the Queſti- 
ons which they propoſed to him, that, on the contrary, they 
manifeſtly contraveened the ſaid AR, by inſiſting on Queſti- 
ons which are not contained in our Confeſſon and Catechi/ms, 
it being evident the Words ate not there ; and-if they meant 
the ſame Thing, they ſhould have kept by the Form of found 
Words. To which may be on. among other Reaſons, 785 
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Which are contained in his Letter to the Ed re ytery of G. 
fu 12 


ctober 12th 1726, Caſe, p. 10. Sc. and more forth 
in his Letter to the Committee for Purity of Doctrine, of the 
7th of November following, Caſe, p. 12. ec. on which Ace- 
Count he had Reaſon to delay giving Anſwers to their Que- 
ſtions, until they ſhould give him ſome reafonable Satisfaction 


with relpect to theſe Difficulties. But he muſt beg leave to 


deny he declined or refuſed to anſwer them. + 
Remark Il. The Presbytery of Glaſgow did not follow the 
Advice of the Committee for Purity of Doctrine, met at E- 
dinburgh November gth 1726, to point out the Paſſages in 
„the Profeſſor's Letter on which their Queftions to him 
were founded, and to take particular Notice of the Paſs 
“ ſages of the Word of God, Confeſſion of Faith, Larger and 
& Shorter Catechiſms of this Church founded theteon, 79 


„ which they judged theſe are contrary,” as the ſaid Advice 


bears: Bur inſtead thereof they reſolved the 23d of that Month 
to take particular Notice of the Paſſages in the Word of God, 
Confeſſion of Faith and Catethiſms, which they had in their 
Eye in forming the ſaid Queſtions, Stare, p. 34. Pref. Caſe, p. 
18. at Foot, cc. And in their Paper, called, References 4- 
nent Profeſſor Simſon's Affair, they only ſay, that the Paſſages 
cited out of his Letter gave Occaſion or Ground for theſe Que- 
ſtions; and the Paſlages of the Scripture and Confeſſion are not 
xy an to be contrary to the Paſlages cited out of his Let- 
ter, but to the anſound Meaning of the Paſsages which they 
call doubtful in their Anſwers to the Profeſsor's Proteſt, State, 
p. 58. paſt the Middle, and that were contraty to the uns 
ſound Side of the Queries; which Anſwers were not given in 
to the Presbytery tilll March 1ft 1727, yet they never thought 
fic, before writing theſe Anſwers to the ſaid Proteſt, to tell the 
Profeſsor they thought any Paſsages of his Letter doubtful, eithet 
in their Paper of Queries, or in the Paper, intituled, Refe- 
rences anent Profeſſor Simſon's Affair; although he had defired 
them at their Meeting November 2d, to tell him if any Palſsa 
in his Letter were doubtful, and he would anſwer them, as he 
narrates in his Letter to the Committee for Purity of Doctrine 
November 7th, which occafioned the above mentioned Ad- 
vice. Notwithſtanding of this the Profeſsor, finding that in 
their References they Fad groſly miſtaken his Meaning of the 
Pallages cited out of his Letter, he hid in the plaineſt Terms 
remove theſe Miſtakes, and explain his Meaning of theſe Paſ- 
fages to them ; which being rightly underftood, gave no juſt 
occaſion for any of their Queſtions, and wholly removed, as 
he apprehended, all the Doubtfulneſs of his Meaning, and un- 
ſound Senſe of theſe Paſſages : So that after, ar leaſt theſe An- 
wad which he gave to their Queſtions had no Shadow of 
Foundation in the Paſſages cited out of his Letter; and 1 
| re 
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fore ought to have been laid aſide, ſeeing, as he has ſhewed 
in theſe Anlwers, the Concluſions which the Presbytery drew 
from the Paſsages cited qut of the Confeſſion and Catechi/ms 
followed as naturally and evidently from the Paſsages of his 
Letter on that Subje&, as they did from the Paſsages of the 
Confeſſion, with which he collates them in the ſaid Anſwers, 
Caſe, p. 27. Sc. and State, p. 44. Wc. 

Therefore the Profeſſor is humbly of Opinion, That the Prefs 
bytery of Glaſgow did neither act agrecably to the {aid Act of 
Ailembly 1726, nor to the Advice of the Committee for Puri - 
ty of Doctrine, November 9. by inſiſting on an Anſwer to their 
Queries, after the Proſeſſor had given them ſuch plain and full 
Ani wers to their References, and had ſhewed the exact Agree- 
ment between the Paſſages of his Letter cited in them, and 
theſe of the Scripture and our Confeſſion, &c. and eſpecially by 
their refuſing to judge and determine, whether his ſaid Anſwers 
had removed their Miſtakes and ſegming (for they would nog 
have them called real) ObjeRions againſt the Patlages of his 
Letter cited by them, and had removed the Occaſion of theit 
Queſtions; bur inſtead of this, determined to enquire, whetheyg 
he had anſwered their Queries, and finding he had not anſwered 
any, but the laſt, by requiring him preſently to give Anſwers ta 
them, which obliged the Profeſſor to take a Proteſtation againſt 
theſe two Votes of the Presbytery, Pref. Caſe Page 20, State 
Page 52 at Foot, c. And yet after all, on January 19th, 
1726, in Anſwer to a Deſire of the Presbytery's, whether ch 
had found any Propoſition in his Letter tothem March zd, wa 
contrary to the Word of God, Confeſſion of Faith and Catechiſms 
of this Church, the Presbytery referred him to their Minutes, 
by reading whereof it will appear, that they had nor paſt Jud 
ment on any Propoſition in the ſaid Letter, whether it be 4+ 
greeable to the Conſeſſan and Catechiſms or not, ole 74. 


and Caſe, Pref. p. 21. altho' the Aﬀembly 1726, obliged them 

in an eſpecial Manner, to enquire into the Paſſages of his Letter 

or other Papers, what in them was contraty ta the Scripture, 

and our Confeſſion and Catechiſms; but negleQting this, they 
appoint a Precognition, by examining the Students under the 
Profeffor's Care, and refuſed to allow him to be preſent, which 
Method may raiſe Scandal againſt the beſt Miniſter or Profefsor 

1n this or any other Church. T | We 
Rem. III. The conjun& Meeting of the Committee for Purity 

of Doctrine and Presbytery of Glaſgow, ſeem to have injured the 
Profeſsor, in receiving and reading an anonimous Paper of 
Remarks, on his Anſwers to the Presbytery's References, without 
— him firſt to ſee and anſwer it, or allowing him to ſee 
and anſwer, before they proceeded to judge of his (aid Anſwers 
to the References, againſt which he Gund himſelf obliged ta 
proteſt, Caſe, Pref. P. 24. State, P. 32: 55 The 


£ — —— cit. 2 = 


—— — — — —— — — l WI = 
2 


SS: — . —ANKvV 
* PR . > _— . . 2 N —— 9 
4 a 


* 
— — — —— 


. 44 


ann. 
* * 


RA e 
„The ſaid conjunct Meeting did alſo act rigoronſly. in pro: 
| eceding to judge in his Affair, che two following Days, March 
ds and 17, when the Defendant was taken ſo ill, chat he was 
not in Condition to attend them, and ſent them his Excuſe, 
which he could have got atteſted by Phyſicians, if they had 


zewed the leaſt Doubt or Scruple about the Truth of it; but 
it was well known to ſeveral of the Members, and nat contro- 
verted by the Meeting, and the Judgment they gave of his {aid 
Anſwers to the Presbytery's References, viz.. that theſe Anſwers 
had nat removed the Suſpicion of the Profeſſor's VUnſoundneſs 
in his teaching on the Head of the 1rinity, does not appear a- 
recable to the Rules of Equity, , becauſe Suſpicion is a'Thing 
od ed in the Breaſt of every Man that has it; and therefore, 
neither the Profeſſor, nor any other Perſon that is ſo unhappy 
as to fall under ſome Peoples Suſpicion, can poſſibly know 
What will remove it. The Wiſe Man ſaith by the Spirit of 
Gad, who cn and before Envy, or Jealouſy, or Suſpicion, as 
the Hebrew Word ſignifies ; and their adviſing the Presbytery 
of Glaſgow to require the Profeſſor to give plain, direct and ex- 
preſs Anſwers to the Queſtions, and upon his refuſing to an- 
ſwer, gr giving Anſwers that did not ſatisfy, to ſuſpend him, 
and add, from his Anſwers further Articles to a Libel they had 
drawn up — him, does not appear to be altogether juſti- 
fable; for there can no Inſtance be given, neither in chis nor 
any other reformed Churches, where a Miniſter or Profeſſor 
Nas requized under a Penalty to give Anſwers to Queſtions a- 
bout his private Thoughts and Opinion on any Point of .Divi- 
nity, join d with a Declaration and Appointment, that if the 
Anſwers did not ſatisfy the Enquirers, they were to niake them 
Articles. of a Libel againſt him, and in the mean Time to inflict 
RF! nd 15 48 Its of 
+ Rem. IV. The following part of the Commutee's Report, 
. 234,5 1 and 2. March agth 17427, does not give a 
fair and true Account of what paſsed, as will be evident from 
the Pregbytery of Glaſgouꝰs Minutes of March 22, 29 and 30. 
date, p. 67, 68 and 24. from which tis m̃anifeſt, that on 
March 22. the Profehor ſent to the Presbytery a Paper called, 
Repreſentation, &c. which being only an incompleat Scroll, 
Des returned to him; and on March a th poſt meridiem, the 
rotelsor was preient, and gave in that Repreſentation :. At 
Which Megting the Pre: bytery did not require him to give di- 
Tect, plain and expreſs Anſwers to their Queries; but, accor- 
2 t. the Presbytery's Vote, “ The Moderator asked the 
WR rofeſsor, if. he gave in the Paper as Anſwers to the Prel- 
1 bytery's Queries not formerly anſwered ? To which the 
Profeſsor antwered, That the Paper he ofters is à Repre- 
lentation 5 the reverend Presbytery, containing his Thoughts 
jcct of al their Querics, which he hoped would 
, 8e 
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 & humbly deſired it might be youre, * ; 

and r 


Then, p. 74. after readir eaſoning on this Repreſen ; 
tation at ſome length, ey ee the further Confideration 
of the ſame till to Morrow : And in the ſame Page, March 
30. the Presbytery again conſidered the faid Paper, which was 
read over oftner than once; and they own, there is a Decla- 
ration of the Profeſsot's Thoughts on the Subject of the five 
Queries not formerly anfwered ; but becaufe of its great Im- 


portance, they continue it yer under further Conſideration. 


Then, April 13. State, p. 84. at a Meeting of the Preſ- 
byeery, which che Profeſsor had no Notice oß they appoirit 


,ommitree © conſider among other things the fordaid 


Repreſencation; and to bring in their Thoughts of it to the 
Presbyrery 3 which they report to the Presbytery, April 27, 
State, p. 134. — u in their Obſeryations upon it, which 
is inſerted int the faid Day's Minute, and conclude, p. 137. 
ger the Foot; Upan- the whole; the Coliliiitiee ofitr it is 
their own Opinion, -— ** That for the Reafons adduced, 
7. this Paper; as it ſtands, cannot be received 5s 4 fatisfyi 

„ Anſwer to the Queries.“ And after reading this R 

df the Committee, ** The Presbytety approved thereof, and 
appointed a Copy thereof to be tranſmitted to the Mode- 


_ rator of the Committee for 8 Piitity of Hoctrine, 
r 


and allowed a Copy to the Profeſsor, if he called for it.“ 
Then after reading the Remarks on the Profefsvt's Anſwers 
ro the Presbytery's References, They approved of the fame, 
and held it as their own Paper,” p. 146, near the . 
And ibid. Appointed the Moderator and Mr. John Mat- 
© lautin to revite the Depoſitions of the Witneſses adduced in 
* the Profeſsor's Affair, and claſs them under proper Heads, 


and report to their Meeting in the Afternoon: Which 


was done accordingly at their Afternoon Diet, ibid. And the 
ſaid claſs'd Depoſitions are inſerted in p. 147.— p. 157. 
to which is ſubjoined the gy or Reſolution, an Abbre- 
viate whereof was read to the Profeſsor's Lawyer, who for 
him attended the Rav Mgeting, (he being himſelf un- 
able to wait on them) he might know what further Re- 
ſolutions the Presbytery had come to concerning his Affair, 
and what further they had to intimate to him. 

But they did not give him the feaſt Intimation of their Diſ- 
ſatisfaction with his Repreſentation given in March 29th, nor 
of the Obſervations that had been made by their Committee, 
and approved of by the Presbytery, although it had been ap- 

roved of in their Forenoon's Diet; and the Profeſsor was al- 


lowed a Copy if he called for it, though his Lawyer asked par- 
* r ey had any vn [rag to intimate to the Pro- 
br, *than the Abſtract of their Minute, p. 157. 9 


— 
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they had nothing further to acquait | him 
no Intimation of the foreſaid Diſlatisfaction wich his Kepreſen : 
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ion, and of their Obſervations on it, until the gth of May 
= they offered the laid Paper of Obſervations to the General 
Aficm. 1727, together with the Paper of Remarks on his Aniwers 


tothe Presbytery's References, of which the Proſeſſor having 


complained to Aſſembly, Tueſday May gth, as alſo of his 
ing got kxtracts of the Presbytery's Procedure therein z 


not hay! 
the afumbly was ſo juſt as to allow him till Thurſday May 


Iich, to auſwer the ſaid Papers, Pref. to the Caſe, Page 34- 
From which Paſſages of the Presbytery's Minutes, it is evi - 

that the Profeſſor could not know that the Presbytery was 
not ſatisſied with the Repreſentation, until the 5th Day of the 


Aſſembly's ſitting, May 1727, when the Powers of the Preb 


bytery and Committee for Purity of Doctrine were expired; 
and after the Profeſſor had given in his Anſwers to the ſaid 
Repreſentation, Thurſday May 11th, the Aſſembly did not 
ia on his giving more plain, direct and expreſs Anſwers to 
the Queſtions, nor was the Committee appointed by that Af 
ſembly impowercd to inſiſt upon any Auſwers to the 
ſaid Queſtions. | Gala "TX 29} . \* IS 
- Wherefore, what the Cammittee ſay, State Page 234. S 3d. 
is not a full Repreſentation of Fact, but ſomewhat inconſiſtent 
with whar is recorded in the faid Minutes of Presbytery, and 
of Aſſembly 1727 3 and the Concluſion they draw, ibid. 5 + 
chat Mr. Sim/oz deſerves Cenſure for his foreſaid Diſobedience 
to the Act of Aſſembly, and the Orders of the Presbytery and 

mmittee is ill founded, ſeeing it appears from the foreſaid 

inutes, that he is guilty of no Act of Diſobedience to any 


of them; and ore is liable to no Cenſure on that Ac - 
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and Extracts thereof, 
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The Proceedings of the Ass EMBL 1728. 


H General Aſſembly met on the 2d of May 1728, and on 
T the 6th of May cauſed read the Act of the preceeding Aſ- 
ſembly, appointing a Committee to prepare and ripen Mr. Sim- 
ſon's Proceſs, with the Minutes of the Procedure ot the ſaid 


Committee in that. Affair. 


After this, Mr. Niel Campbell Principal of the Univerſity of 
Glaſgow moved to the Aſſembly, that albeit he freely owned 
himſelf ſubject to the Juriſdiction of the Judicatures of the 
Church of Scotland, and eſpecially to the Cognizance and Au- 
thority of the General Aſſemblies thereof; yet — in the Station 
wherein he is placed in the College of Glaſ goto, being entruſted 
with the Care of the Privileges of that Univerſity, he judged 
himſelf bound in Duty to enter the Proteſtation, which he now 
gives in to the Clerk; and therefore hoped, that the Aſſembly 
would not take his doing fo in ill Part, but allow it to be mat k- 
ed. The Aſſembly having heard the Principal's Demand, they 
cauſed his Proteſtation to be read, and after ſome Reaſoning 
thereupon, allowed the ſame to be entred in their Books. The 
Tenor whereof follows. E 


- PROTESTATTION in Behalf of the 


Vniverſity at Glaſgow. 


1 Mr. Niel Campbell Principal of the Univerſity at Glaſzory, 


profeſſing the moſt tender Regard to the juſt Authority 
and juriſdiction of the Venerable Aſſembly of the Church of 


Scotland, think my ſelf obliged, in Behalf of the faid Univerſi- 


ty, to Proteſt, as I do hereby Proteſt, that the Proceedings 
of the ſaid Venerable Aſſembly of the ſaid Church, or any 
fubordinate Judicatures thereof, or of their Commiſhons or 
Committees, in the Proceſs againſt Mr. John Simſon Profeſſor 
of Divinity in the ſaid Univerſity, as ſuch, ſhall not prejudge 
or derogate from the Rights and Privileges of the ſaid Univer- 
fity, which are ſecured to them by the Crown, their Charters, 


Grants, or Acts of Parliament in their Favours: Whereupon I 


take Inſtruments, and crave this my Proteſt may be recorded, 


Nz1t CAMPBELL, 
May 
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May 7. The General Aſſembly finding, that the laſt Aſsem⸗- 


bly did begin with the 24 and 34 Articles of the Libel againft 


Profeſsor Simſon. ; 


The 24 Article is, That in teaching his Scholars, he] ſaid, 
That the Independency and Necelsary-exiſtence of our Lord 
Jeſus Chriſt are Things we know not, that theſe Terms were 
impertinent and not to be uſed in talking of the Trinity, and 
that they were Philoſophical Niceties we know nothing about, 
and ate ambiguous Terms of Art; and when his Students ar- 
gued, That if the Son was not Independent, he was not Ne- 


ceſsarily- exiſtent, and ſo might not have been, and the Fa- 
ther might poſſibly have been without him, he anſwered, How 


do you, or how do we know that. | 
The 34 Articleis, That in teaching the Chapter de creatione 
#2 Markii Medulla Theologiz Chriſtianz, he ſaid, That his Ar- 
gument againſt the Eternity of the World, viz. That if Eter- 
nal, it muſt be Neceſsarily exiſtent, was not good, becauſe 
Chriſtus eſt æternus, ſed non ens neceſsarium, or non neceſ- 
ſario exiſtit. | 
And finding that the ſaid Aſsembly, becauſe of the Affinity 
betwixt thele two Articles, took them jointly under their Con- 
fideration, and divided them into four Propoſitions. 
1. The Profeſſor's denying the Neceſsary- exiſtence of out 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt in teaching his Students. 
2. His teaching his Scholars, That the Neceſsary-exiftence of 
our Lord Jeſus Chriſt was a Thing we know not. 
3. His teaching his Scholars, That the Independency of the 
Deity of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt is a Thing we know not. 
4. His teaching, that theſe Terms, viz. Neceſsary-exiſtence 


and Independency were impertinent, and not to be uſed in talk- 


ing of the Trinity, and that they were Philoſophical Niceties 
we know nothing about. | 
And that they had found theſe four Propoſitions relevant, and 
found that the Profeſsor's Grounds of Exculpation advanced b 
him, and upon which Proof had been taken, were not ſufh- 
cient to elide the foreſaid Articles of the Libel found relevant 
- ap him'; reſerving to be afterwards confidered, how far 

icle Grounds, if found proven, might ſerve to alleviate. 

And that they likewiſe had found the firſt two of the fore · 
faid Propoſitions proven, but found the Third not proven. 

And finding that the ſaid Aſsembly had alſo under their Con- 

fideration the Fourth Article of the Libel, viz. That the Pro- 
fefſor in teaching gave it, as his own Opinion, that the Three 
Perſons in the Trinity are not to be ſaid to be either numeri- 
cally of ſpecifically One in Subſtance or Eſsence; but added, that 


they were ſo the ſame, as to be One God in Three Perſons, but 


gave not any Name 20, or attempted to give any Notion of that 


Samenels or Oneneſs, And found the ſaid Fourth Anide rele- 
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vant in theſe Terms, viz. His teaching as his own Opinion, Tha 
the Three Perſons of the Trinity are not to be ſaid ro by nw 
merically One in Subſtance or Eſsence. 

And the Assembly alſo finding, That the laſt Aſsembly had 
not given their Judgment as to the Proof, either of the ſaid 4th 
7 tion of the 2d and 3d Articles, or of the ſaid 4th Article 
of the Libel, 

They reſolyed to begin where the preceeding Aſsembly left off 
and in order thereto, the Profeſsor NN called, and — 
with Mrs. Archibald Murray and William Grant Advocates, his 
Pr6curators: Then the Aisembly cauſed to be read to them the 
foreſajd 4th Propoſition; and the Profeſsor having in his Hand 
a Paper expreſſing his Sentiments, as to the Neceſſary-exiſftence 
and Independency of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, the ſame was allowed 
to be read, and is as follows. | 


CCC Co 


Mr. Simſon's Speech to the General As 
ſembly, May 7th 1728. 


Think my ſelf obliged to reverence and adore the Holy, 

I Wiſe and righteous Providence of GOD, with Reſpect t 
all the Noiſe and Clamour that has been raiſed againſt mg, and 
the long Proſecution I have ſuffered before _— of 
this Church, as if I had taught and maintain'd ſame groſs Er- 
rors concerning the Doctrine of the Holy Dy. altho* I be 
not conſcipus to my ſelf, that I either hold, teach or maintain 
any Sentiments about this important Doctrine, different from 
thoſe of the Church of Scotland, as taught in the Holy Scriptuxe, 

and ſummed up in our Confeſſion of Faith and Carchifme, 
And ſo far as I can underſtand, the firſt Riſe of the Diffe- 
rence betwixt me and others, I humbly think intirgly conſiſted 
in my keeping cloſe by the Words and literal Meaning of ouz 
Confeſſion of Faith; and in ſhewing the different Meanings, 
moſtly of Words that are not mentioned therein, and alſo of 
ſome Scriptural Expreſſions differently uſed by eminent Di- 
vines, which every Teacher will find himſelf obliged to do, and 
every Miniſter of this Church doth daily in opening à Text, 
or when anſwering Objections of Adverſaries of the Truth. 
The moſt — iv Inſtance of this is, That it hath b 

par ye that I had denied the Neceſſary-exiſtence of our Lor 
and Saviour Jeſus Chriſt, the only Begotten and Eternal Son 
of God: This has occaſioned the greateſt Noiſe and Offence, 


* 


and an Article of a Libel ＋ me. which the laſt 2 


r eee Þy ee Wirnebes deponing, * 


bad uttered it at one Time in my * , altho? I upon the 


moſt ſerious Reflection can remember nothing at all of it, 


and think it was forcign to the Subje& I was then teaching, 
4 have ingenuouſly declared it was contrary to my fixed 
inion. V 
— upon all proper Occaſions, with the utmoſt Sin- 
cerity, I declared my Mind about it in ſuch Terms, as I con- 
ceived would be moſt cafily underſtood, and give the greateſt 
Satisfaction to thoſe who had been offended: And when one 
Way of expreſſing it did not ſeem to pleaſe, I eſsayed another, 
Which occaſioned the Declaration on his Head given in to the 
laſt Aſcembly, May 18th 1727, That Chriſt is Neceſſarily- exi- 
ſtent in the common and ordinary Senſe of the Word, as it fi- 
gniſies an Impoſſibility not to have been, which is one of the 
eſsential Perfections of the Divine Nature, that are equally 
common to all the Three Perſons; and hoped this would 
have given Satisfaction to all, as J heard it then did to a great 
Notwüthſtandin of which, I find that ſince that Time, ſeve- 
ral; have complained that I had not explained what I meant by, 
the eſſential Neceſſary-exiſience of the Son of God, which was 
alſo objected to me in the Committee of Aſsembly in their 
Meeting the 15th of March laſt, whereupon I explained it to 
them in the Words of our Confeſſion and Catechiſms; and L 
muſt freely own, that L know no Words by which I can de- 
clare my Meaning of that Term to others; ſo full and plain as 
theſe; namely, That he is Infinite and Unchangeable in his' 
Being, Wiſdom, Power, and other Divine Perfeftions; which e- 
vidently contradict the Arian and Socinian Errors of the Son's 
being a finite, created, contingent, changeable Being, or a vo- 
Juntary Production, and aſcribe to the Second Perſon of the 
Bleſſed Trinity, God the Son the ſame Neceſſity of Exiſtence, 
which belongs to God alone, viz. That he always was, is, and. 
ever muſt be the ſame invariably,” which is the true Import of 
the Names JEHOV AH and I AM, that are given to our 
Lord in Scripture: Which Names were alledged by ſeveral Mem- 
bers of the Committee, to be the Scripture Expreſſions con- 
raining their Meaning of the Word Neceſſary-exiſtence, wherein 
I then fully agreed with them, as I hope they will do with . me 
riow; and I have always taught, that the Names JE HOV AH 
and 1 A M do truly belong co the Son. : 
This Explication of the Term Neceſſarily- exiſtent, being in the 
Words of 'Scripture and our Confeſſion of Faith, I hope no 
Member of this Church will any more have Reaſon to ſay, he 
doth not underſtand what I mean by that Phraſe, the Nan 
Neceſſary- exiſtence, which — 1 to the Perſon of the Son, but 
will have Reaſon to be ſatisfie 
. 
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fitently with their Ptinciples, can aſcribe to the Son of. God. 

Wherefore I would be underſtood to mean the ſame Thing, 
when I ſay the Son of God is Neceſſarily-exiſtent, or when [ 
ſay he is Jehovah, or that he always was, is, and muſt be the 
ſame invariably, or that he is Infinite and Unchangeable in his 
Being, Wiſdom, Power, &c. All which different Expreſſions I 
take to be of the ſame Import and Meaning, and comparin 
them together, they give a more clear and full View, how theſe 
Divine Perfections agree to the only Begotten Son of God, and 
do fully and plainly manifeſt, that the Perſon of the Son of 
God is truly Neceſſarily-exiſtent, or that it is impoſſible he ſhould 
not have been. 9 9 | 

JoHN Sius o. 


After hearing the ſaid Paper read, and alſo hearing the Pro- 
feſsor fully viva voce upon the foreſaid Subject, the Assembly 
cauſed to be read the Proceedings of the Committee upon the 
ſaid th Propoſition; and finding, that in their conſidering the 
Proof of the ſaid Propoſition, they had divided the ſame into 
two diſtin Heads. 

Firſt, That the Terms Neceſsary-exiſtence and Independency 
were impertinent, and not to be uſed in Talking of the Trinity. 

zdo, That the Terms Necelsary-exiſtence and Independency 
were Philoſophical Niceties we know nothing about. 

And that they had found the firſt Part of the ſaid Propoſition 
proven; but had ſumm'd up the Proof of the zd Part thereof, 
and left the Conſideration of the Import of it to the, AGembly; 
the Aſsembly allowed both the Profeſsor and his Procurators to 
reaſon fully upon the Proof of both the ſaid Heads: Their Plead- 


ings upon this Subject were as follows. 


PLEADING upon the Proof of the fourth 
Propoſition of the ſecond and third Ar- 
ticles of the Libel, which was found re- 
leyant by the Aſſembly 1727, vig. 


That the Terms N eceſlary-exiſtence aud Inde- 
pendence were impertinent, and not to be uſed 
when talking of the Trinity, and that they were 
Philoſophical Niceties we know nothing about. 


Hz Proferor's Lawyers after having apologized for their 
T Ares before Io learned a Body as the xeverable 5 
7 ec, 


+; 
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fembly, in a Trial of this Kind, obſerved, That it gave them 

— Satisfaction, to underſtand, that the violent Prejudices 
at at firſt prevailed too generally againſt the Reverend Pro- 

feſſor Simſon, were now in à great Meaſure worn 


| | | off, by the 
— of his Caſe, from which judicious and "air Per- 


ſons were able to ſee with their owa Eyes, that the Profeſſor 
and his Sentiments concerning the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Tri- 
nity, had been formerly much miſrepreſented, which gave 
them great Hopes, that this venerable Aſſembly would after an 
impartial Hearing, bring this Trial to a happy Concluſion, by 
at the ſame Tinie doing Honour to the Truth, and vindicating 


the Profeſſor from the Imputation, of entertaining dangerous 


Errors concerning the above mentioned ſacred Doctrine. 

That the laſt Aſſembly in conſidering the zd and 3d Articles 
of the Libel, had ſenſed ſome of the Terms therein mentioned, 
particularly that of Independency. 3 
* That the Hiſtinction made by many Orthodox Divines, of the 


Aſſeitas, or Independentia eſſentialis and perſonalis, had occur- 


red to the Aſſembly; and therefore they had = four 
(in their 3d Propoſition) * That the — that the Int 

P ec pendency of the Deity of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 
+} Eſſential to © is a Thing we know not, was * relevant.“ 
infer Cenſure, That upon conſidering the Proof of that 3d 

| Head, which lay in that Part of the Depoſitions 
(by which tis alledged this 4th Propoſition is proven) wiz. the 
Converſation betwixt the Profeſsor and Mr. Browns a Student, 
the Aſsembly found the ſaid 3d Propofition not proven. 

Thar in Conſequence of what * Assembly did, the true 
meaning of this fourth Propoſition (which is found relevant) 
muſt be, that the teaching, that the eſſential Neceſſary-exiſtence 
and Independency were impertinent, ec. was relevant; that is, 
That the aſserting, that it was impertinent to affirm, theſe 
Terms or ffencial Perfections to belong to the Perſons of the 
Bleſsed Trinity is cenſurable, which is certainly true. 8 

That the aſserting that it was impertinent, to expreſs the per- 
* Properties or Relations of the Divine Perſons, with reſpect 

o one another, by theſe Terms of Neceſſary- exiſtence and Inde- 
pendency, was a quite different Thing from what is above mens» 
tioned, and is not at all cenſureable. 


That Care would be taken, to — betwixt the eſſen* 


nal Properties of the Divine Perſons, which are equally com- 
mon to them all, and the perſonal Properties, Which are the di- 
ſtinguiſhing and incommunicable Characters or Properties of 
each Perſon — himſelf. 


That Neceſſary-exiſtence and * were ential Per- 
fections that belonged equally to all the Three Perſons of the 


Glorious Trinity, and were juſtly to be affimed of each of the 
Perlons, even as they are Perſons, 


— — 


Saure in fy. % „ wwe oa cc... 


2 > 2, by 


he 


de 


ber itz but b comparing the w 


6t 
That the perſonal Property of the Father wis to be of none; 
neither begotten nor proceeding, the perſonal Property of the 
Son is to be Eternally Rag of the Father, and the perſonal 


Property of the Holy Ghoſt is Eternally to proceed from the 
Father and the Son. | 

That in place of theſe Terms, to ſubſtitute theſe others of 
Neceſſary-exiſtent and Independent was wrong; for Example, 
in place of the Father's perſonal Property to be of none, exc. to 
ſay he only is Neceſſary-exiſtent and Independent; and in place 
of the Son's being Eternally begotten by the Father, to ſay, 
that he is not Nece/5ary-exiſtent, or that he is dependent upon 
the Father, is not proper, . becauſe theſe Words being ordinar- 
Iy uſed, to expreſs the Relations betwixt God and his Crea - 
tures, do thereby imply in their common Acceptation Inferiori- 
ty and Subordination ; and therefore are unfit and impertinetit, 
to expreſs the perſonal Properties of, or Relations betwixt the 
Divine Perſons. 

That the Aſsembly in examining the Proof that lyes before 
them, is carefully to obſerve, if from it, it does appear, that 
the Profeſsor ſaid, that it was impertinent to affirm theſe ef. 
ſential Perfections of Neceſsary-exiſtence or G of 
the Perſons of the Trinity; or if he was not young of the 

ſonal Properties or Relations of the Divine Perſons, when 

e ſaid theſe Terms were impertinent to be uſed in ſpeaking 
of the Trimty. * | 

If the firſt do appear from the Depoſitions, then this fourth 
Propoſition found relevant is proven; but if the laſt be truly 
the Caſe, then that is a quite different Thing, and which the 
Aſſembly could never find relevant in eo with what 
they found upon the third Propofition. 

This will be evident to any Perſon's Apprehenſion of the Term 
Independency, that it muſt be meant of the eſsential Ind 
dency; and neceſsary Exiſtence being in this fourth Propoſition 
joined by the Aſsembly with Independency, muſt re alſo 

underſtood of the eſsential Ne exiſtence. 

That the Proof of this fourth Propoſition lyes in the Depoſi - 
tions concerning the Converſation happened berwixt the 
Profeſsof and Brown the Student, upon which twelve W itneſ- 
ſes have deponed, ſome of them more fully and more diſtinctiy 
than others. | 
That the true Way of finding out what was truly ſaid by the 
Profeſsor on that occaſion, is not by taking Scrapes of the De- 
— — wm reſt by one or two age wing who mention on- 

a Part of what paſt, according as they happened to remem- 

— * Depoſitions on that Head 
together, and ſupplying ſuch as gave too ſhort or confus d an 
Account of the * (Which happened but once) from 
e have deponed more fully and aA upon i, by 


( 62 | 

reafon of their remembring more of what paſt. This is certkin: 
ly the moſt fair, candid and impartial Way of finding out tht 
Truth, and what is uſed on all other Occahons, and in explain» 
ing all Writs or Authors, even the Scripture it ſelf, by compa« 
ring one Part of it with another. 

For Example, If a Profeſsor 6f Law ſhould be libelled for 
ſaying in a — that it was lawful for a Man to kill his 
Neighbour, and one or two Witneſses ſhould remember he had 

that Expreſſion, but four or five-more who were preſent at the 
ſame Time, and remembred more of what was ſpoke, ſhould 


depone that the Profeſsor ſaid it was lawful to kill our Neigh- 


bour in Self:defence ; in that Caſe, common Equity and Reaſon 
would require that in judging we ſhould take in the whole of 
the Converſation, by comparing the Whole Teſtimonies toge- 
ther, and not — to condemn the Profefsor upon the Scrapes 
that one or two Witneſses remembred, without regarding — 
— reſt remember, which clears the Profelsor's Senſe and Do- 
rine. 
To apply this to the Caſe in hand, we muſt conſider all the 
Depoſitions together, and obſerve what ariſes from the whole. 
That it was upon one and the ſame Converſation, that hap. 
pened only once, that all the twelve Witneſses depone, appears 
from all the Circumſtances. For 1420, Brown and Duncan con- 
cur, that it was in December, ot about the End of the Year 
1725. 2do, Mrs. William Boyd and Brown concur, that it 7 
pened when the Profeſsor was explaining the Chapter in the 


Con efſion of Faith about religious Worſhip. 310, Above four 


of the Witneſses concur, that the Objection was made by Mr. 
Brown a Student. 4to, All of them concur in Subſtance, as 
to the Purport of the Objection, and the Anſwer that was 
made to it, though ſome give a more full and diſtinct Account 
of the Dialogue than others. 1 >, 

The twelve Witneſses that depone upon this Converſation be- 
twixt the Profeſsor and Mr. Brown, are Mr. William Boyd gth 
Witneſs, Mr. William Brown 6th, Mr. Willam Maclae zoth, 
Mr. Thomas Hamilton 17th, Mr. Alexander Bar 15th, Mr. 
Lewis Chapman 22d, Mr. James Ritchie 2d, Mr. Alexander 
Johnſton 29th, Mr. James Stirling 26th, Mr. Alexander Dun- 
can ath, Mr. William Lang ford roth, and Mr. George Meik 16th, 

When the Depoſitions of theſe twelve Witneſles upon the Con- 
verſation that happened betwixt the Profeſsor and Mr. Brown, 
are carefully compared together, the Sum and Purport of the 
whole ſeems 2 to _— | — 4 
When the Profeſsor was teaching upon ter 
dun. in our Confeſſion of Faith about religious Worlkips he 
Will. Boyd. had occafion ” — of the — . his — 
Maclas, Cons from the Father, ox of the perſonat Properties 0 

woe Father and Son. a | * 
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include the perſonal Property 


63 ; 
Mr. William Brown, a Student, N That that Br. 
way i ſpeaking ſeemed to derogate from the Son's In- Wil. Boyd, 
ec ency. K a ; TRAY . 
The Profeſsvr diſtinguiſhed the Meaning of the Will. god, 
Word Independent, as in his Letter, and ſaid, That if n 
the Word Independent be taken in ſuch a Senſe as to | 
of the Father, it could 
not be applied to the Son; Do you think he is inde- Fobnfex. 
pendent »f his Father? - Certainly none can ſuppoſe - 
or affirm that, and that he is not begotten. a 
The Odjector infiſted, That if the, Son was not in- y. 3 4 
dependent in the > Senſe in which the Father was, * ©” 
he could not ſec that he was Necebarily exiſtent. 0 % 5, 
. The Profeſsor anſwered, How do you know that? , . S004. 
b That this Affair was not determined by Reaſon: That Lang fd. 
theſe Terms were not uſed in Scripture : © That they b Ae. 
were — — becauſe ordinarily ſpoken of Creatures; Brun. 
and fo unfit or impertinent to be uſed on the Subject of JM" 
the perſonal Properties of the Father and the Son, or Ritch; Boyd, 
when ap lied to the Relations of the Divine Perſons. 
The bjector added, That it the Son be not Neceſ- 
farily-exiſtent, it is poſſible he would not have been, 
and the Father might have been without him. 
The Profeſfsot anſweted, We know not theſe Things, #rown. 
or ſomething which William Boyd ſays he had forgot. 
And indeed none of the Witneſses appear to have remem · & 
bred it, unleſs it be what Jobnſton mentions, Our finite 
Capacities cannot poſſibly comprehend the modus of his 
Generation: Bur the Concluſion feems to have been, 
4 We are not ſo nicely to philoſophize when ſpeaking *W:/l. Boyd 
of the Trinity; or, Theſe were philoſophical Niceties. H«miivon, 
That is, Theſe Arguings are Niceties that ariſe from 
the Uſe of philoſophical Words that are not found in 
Scripture, and anent which the Scripture is filent ; and 
therefore we cannot pretend to determine them from 
Scripture : This ſacred Myſtery being a Matter of pure 
Revelation, we ought not to — to be wiſe above 
what is written, | 


From the whole of the above Converſation as de 


3 upois; 

tis evident that the Profeſcor was nor at all lpeaking-of the eſs 

tial Neceſsary-exiſtence and Inde nor alerting that 

it was impertinent to affirm them of the Perſons of the Trinity, 

to whom they are equally common, and are very fuly affirmed 

of each of them; but he is there ſpeaking of theſe Terms when 

— the Relations — the — — — to expreſs 
heir perſonal Properties by. Which appears further, 

Imo, From the of *the O — Viz. That _ 


( 624 ) 
Pofeltor Was ſpeaking of the Eternal Generation of the Son $ 
For ſo Brown the Student, who made the Objection, depones, 
That the Profeſſor was ſpeaking of the Son's derrving his Per feftis 
pns from the Father; and Mr. Maclae, That the Profeſsor way 
ſpeaking of the perſonal. Properties of the Father and Son When 
Mr. Brown:the Student propoſed the Objection. | 
240, This appears from the Objection, which conta ns the 
Student's Difficulty, viz. That that way of ſpeaking ſeemed to 
derogate from the Son's Independency ; and that if the Son 
was not independent. in the ſame Senſe in Which the Father was, 
he could not be Neceſsarily-exiſtent, and the Father might have 
been without him, From which *tis obvious, that what diffi 
culted the Student was, his not adverting to the Diſtinction bes 
twixt the Eſsential and Perſonal Independency, and touching up- 
on a very nice Point, The modus of the Eternal Generation, if 
it was neceſſitate? 
3tio, This is further evident from the Profeſsor's Anſwer, and 
Diſtinction which he then made anent Independency, That if ta- 
ken ſo as to include the perſonal Property of the Father, it could 
mot agree to the Son; but in any other Senſe, it does agree to 
e Son. | 
4/0, The Depoſitions of Boyd, Chapman and Ritchie, put this 
Point beyond diſpute. William Boyd ſays, That the Terms were 
not fit to be uſed with reſpect to the Perſons of the Trinity, or to 
expreſs the perſonal Relations by. Chapman ſays, That the Term 
Independency, when made uſe of on the Subject of the perſonal 
1 of the Father and the Son, could not be ſo pertinently 
uſed as Seriptural Expreſſions. Ritchie ſays, That the Tei mo 
could not be properly applied to the Relations of the Divine Per- 
ens. And it deſerves to be noticed, that the Profeisor, in his 
et, which was wrote long before the Examination of the 
Witneſses, gives the Subſtance of what he ſaid in that Conver- 
ſation, exactly agreeing with what the Witneſses have now de- 


ned. 6 | 
* 5to, After all, there is no clear Proof that the Profeſsor — 
telled the Term Neceſſaty. exiſtence: For there are only three 
Witneſses who mention it, viz. Broun; but he is not poſitive z 
for he ſays, That theſe Terms were not to be uſed in ſpeaking 
of the Trinity, or Words to that purpoſe : On which no Streis 
Edti be laid; for that would be to make the Wirneſs judge of the 
Purpoſe or Doctrine. And Bar ſays only, That theſe Terme 
were unfit when ſpeaking of the Trinity. And what the Pro- 
feſs0f micant by theſe Words, then ſpeaking of the Trinity, is ex- 
plained by William Boyd, viz. That they were not fit to be uled 
with reſpect to the Perſons of the Trinity, or to expreſs their pers 
ſonal Relations 2 And then Maclae, who is the 3d Witneſs 
wb Rs Term — arily. exiſtent, tells expreſly that 

to felsor Was ſpeaking of the per/onal Properties of the Fa- 
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As to the ſceond Part of the Propolition in Hand, vis. Täg 
e Terms Neceſlary-exiſtence and Independence were philsſox 
phical Niceties we know: nothing about; it is nowiſe proven 


| for William Boyd depones, That the Profeſſor laid ſomething; 


which he has forgot; and that the laſt Thing the Profeſſor 
faid, was, That's a philoſophical Nicety we know nothing 4. 
bout : So that we cannot know, what it was the Profeſſor caly 
led a philoſophical Nicety, unleſs we know what precegded, 
which the Witneſs had forgot. And as to Hamilton the other! 
Witneſs, he depones the Profeſſor ſaid, We are not ſo nicely fa 
philoſophize, when ſpeaking of the Perſons of the Trinity; or: 
theſe were philoſophical Niceties; But then he is not poſitive 
when it was ſaid, whether after urging the firſt Part of the Dif- 
ficulty, or after both Parts, which leaves the Matter and Senſa 
of the Propoſition in great Uncertainty. 1 Wi, 
Upon the Whole, tis not proven, that the Profeſſor ſaid, 
the Term Neceſſary-exiſkent was impertinent to be uſed of tha 
Perſons of the Trinity; or tho'-it had been mentioned promiſe 
cuouſly with the Term Independent in that Converſation, rig 
evident from the Whole, that the Profeſſor meant, that theſe 
Terms were impertinent, or unfit to be uſed, to expreſs the 
perſonal Properties or Relations of the Divine Perſons, which 
is not the Meaning of the Propoſition found relevant by the 
laſt Aſſembly z on the contrary, the Profeſſor is - quarrelled in 
another Article of the Libel, for ſaying, That Neceſſary-exiſtence 
and Independency may and were taken by ſome Authors, in 
Senſe that includes the perſonal Property af the Father, and 
not ſignifying his Diſſatisfaction at the king theſe Terms ig 


ſuch a Senſe. | 


Aſter they had finiſhed their Pleading, they being required ta 
remove, the Profeſſor repreſented, That he reckoned himſelf ag 
a conſiderable Loſs that he had no ordinary Accuſer, nor other 
Contradictor in this Cauſe, ſave the Judicatures of the Church, 
before whom it has been brought; and theretore he A 
that he might be allowed to be preſent, and hear what is ad- 
vanced by Members at adviſing of his Cauſe, that ſo he may 
have an Opportunity to explain more fully to the Aſſembly any 
Thing advanced for him in his Defence, which he may find not 
to have been clearly underſtood by Members: And it having 
been argued, That this would be an Innovation, and contrary 
to the conſtant Practice of all the Judicatures of this Church 
heretofore ; and that it might prove of dangerous Conſequence, 
the Queſtion was put, Remove the Profeſſor at adviſing or 
not? And.it carried, Remove. And he being accordingly re- 
moved, the Aſſembly proceeded to adviſe the Proof of the ſaid 
gil: Propoſition, and the Depoſitions of the Witneſſes as to that 
Prope ſition; and the Profe and his Procurators their a 


* — 
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. being fully conſidered, the Aſſembly did agree, 
That the Profeſsor's Teaching that the Term Neceſsary. exiſte 
was impertinent, and not to by uſed in Talking of the Irinity 


* 


was clearly proven. 

having more deliberately reflected upoti the latter part of the 
Report of the Committee, which is printed above p. 47-49. 
thought, that if futh an Opinion of the Committee, ſhould be 
futtered to ſtand without any Remark upon it, it might be of 
dangerous Conſequence to the Church, and be an undue Re- 
ftrainr upon Freedom of Speech in the Aſsembly, which they 
thought they had the more Reaſon to apprehend, becauſe of 
fome broad Inſinuations in the preceeding Night's Debate; a 
Motion was made by ſeveral Members, I hat a particular Diet 


mould be appointed by the Aſsembly, fox receiving and conſis 


dering the Report and Overture of the Committee of the late 
Aizembly for preſerving Parity of Dactrine, concerning Pro- 
felsor Simſon's refuling to anſwer the Queries propoſed to him 
by the Presbytery of Glaſgow, and ſome” having propoſed, 
that Friday next ſhould be fixed for that purpoſe: And others 
having urged, that this Trial of Profcſsor Simſon upon the firſt 
Libel,” ſhould be finiſhed before any other Buſineſs, the Que- 
ſtion was pur, Appoint the ſaid Diet now or not? Andi it car» 
ried appointz And therefore the Aſsembly did reſolve, That 
upon Friday next they will take in and conſider the ſaid Report 


and Overture. 


Then Profeſsor Sim ſon being called, and he and his Procura- 


tors gompearing, the Afsembly proceeded to the Conſidera · 


2d a Articles of the Libel, and the Profefgor gave in un- 


tion of inp Proof of the 2d Part of the 4th Propoſition of the 
ng 3 , * 
der his Hand a Paper, intituled, Remark on the 4th: Propoſition 


the 2d and 3d Articles of the Libel, and the ſame was read. 
a fe eter eee 


The Tenor whereof follow:; *- * * 
"wh +; oO. 14s * . | 
8 EEINx S Neceſſary-exiſtence ſignifies a Divine Perſection that 
O is common and <qually belongs to all the Perſons of the 
Ever Bleſſed Trinity, the Defendant is humbly of Opinion, 
that it cannot for that very Reaſon «be properly or pertinently 
made Uſe of, to expreſs the Relations and Properties by which 
the Divine Perſons are- diſtinguiſhed from one another; which 
was all the Defendant could*defign, according to his fixed O. 
pinion,” in caſe he had ſaid the Term Nerrſſaty exiſtent was 


impertinent when ſpeaking of the Trinity, which he. does not 
After which the Proecedings of the Committee upon 


remember he ever die. 
sel een - Jonun Suso. 

t eed — 
Head, and Pepoſitions therein referred toy being alſo read, th 
1 „ e Aſsembly 


„ May *th, ante meridiem. Several Members of the Afembly ; 
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Aſſembly found it — proven, 8 f Profeſſor taught, that thy 
1 | wers Phylo 
TTT 


Ihe Aflembly finding that the Profeſſor's Grounds of Allevi- 
atiqn fell next in Order from the Committees Minutes to 
conſidered, which ate ſer down above P J. and in p. 205 
the Salt, the Aſſembly cauſed to be read the Commictee's Pro- 
ccedings with Reſpect to theſe Grounds; and this being done, 
the Profeſſor gave in three ſeveral Papers ſubſcribed by him, 
which were read: They are printed above, tha. Iſt p. 32. the 
2d p. 6. the zd p. 2. | 1 
After reading of the foreſaid three Papers, a Motion was 
made, that the Conſideration gf the foreſaid Grounds of Alleri- 
ation, and all that relates thereto, ſhould be delayed, untill the 
Aſſembly have gone through the whole Articles of the firſt Li- 
bel, and have come * a 85555 ion _ _ 7 and ſome 
Members havi ade an Objection to this, ang the ſaid Mg- 
ens LR made to it being conſidered by the Abbe 
bly, they agreed to delay the Confderation of what concerns 
the Profeſsor's ſajd Grounds, until they have concluded both 
Relevancy and Proof of the whole Articles of the firſt Libel a- 
gainſt the Profeſzor, and reſolved, that that being done, they 
will proceed thereto, without hearing any of the forgſaid Pa- 
s again read. oy Ip Mut a: _ 


' May 8. poſt meridiem. Profeſsor Simſon Was again called, 
and compearing with his Procurators, the Afsembly went ont 

conſider the Proof of the 4th Article of the Libel, and to that 
end, the Procedure of the Committee thereupon, and alſo the 
Profeſsor's Anſwers and Defences as to this Artic'e given it 


. - 
- 


to the Presbytery of Glaſgow were read, and he and his Pro- 


curators were fully heard upon it. Their Pleadinge were i 
Sphſtance #8 olloys, © 0 
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PLEADING 


4 hr ride he rs hoe he 


P LE ADING upon the Proof of the fourth 
Article of the Libel, as found relevant by 
the Aſſembly 1727, vis. 7; 


Suſtaining (the Profeſſor) bis teaching, as. bis 

own Opinion, that the Three Perſons of the Tri- 

nity are not to be ſaid to be numerically One it 
Sul tance or Eſſence, relevant. . . | 


T Hs Relevancy * being in general for to infer Cenſure, 
| ſhould. be diſtinguiſhed ; either the Aſſembly meant by it, 
that the Profeſſor was guilty of ſome dangerous Error, in deny- 
ing the Unity of the Godhead ; or, that tho” the Profeſſor did 
teach the Unity of God, yet he was blameable in ſome Degree, in 
x making uſe of 4 Term that was ma to expreſs that 
ruth; which Omiſſion deſerved ſome Degree of Cenſure. 
We ſhall endeavour to ſhew that the Profeſſor is guilty in 
none of theſe Reſpects, but more eſpecially that he is not guilty 
of the greateſt Crime, nor anywiſe erroneous upon the Point of 
the proper Unity of Gop, he having taught that Truth in the 
ſtrongeſt Terms that are to be found either in the holy Scriptures 
or our Canfeſſion of Faith, 7 1 | 
That the Article we are now upon ſtood thus in the Libel, 
re Thar the Profeſſor in teaching gave it as his own Opinion, 
«© That the Three Perſons of the Trinity are not to be ſaid to 
cc be either numerically or ſpecifically One in Subſtance or Eſ- 
cc ſence, but added that they were ſo the ſame as to be one God 
& in Three Perſons; but gave not any Name to, nor attempted 
cc to give any Notion of 2 Samenels or Oneneſs. 

That the late Aſſembly, after much Reaſoning upon the ſaid 

Article, did not think fit to ſuſtain it relevant, ſimply as laid in 
the Libel, but in the Terms firſt above ſer down. 


That there was a great Difterence betwixt the Propoſition as 


laid in the Libel, and that found relevant by the Aſſembly : For 
the teaching as his own Opinion, that the Three Perſons of the 
N Tri- 
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+ The Word Relevancy is a Scots Law Term, ſignifying what is ſuffi- 
Bent to infer Ceatyre, when ſpoken of the Articles of the Libel ; or 
what is ſufficient ro excuſe or juſtify the Profeſſor, when mentioned 
with relation to his Exculpation. | 
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Trinity are not numerically One in Subſtance or Eſſence, is the 
ſame with denying that they are One in Subſtance or kſſenceg 
that is, the denying of the Lnity of the Godhead, which is un- 
doubtedly relevant, becauſe not to be One in Subſtance numeri- 
cally, or in Number, is the ſame with denying that they are 
One 3- becauſe to be one, and to be one in Number, is juſl the 
ſame thing; and to ſay that they are not one in Number, is to 
ſay thcy are moe. | A . 

But tis a quite different thing, when one aſſetts, that the Dis 
vine Perſons are not to be ſaid to be either numerically or ſpecis 
fically One in Subſtance or Effence; the ſaying they are nor ſbe- 
cifically One (becauſe that would make them Three Gods) re- 
moves the Malignity or Error that would follow from ſimply 
allerting, that they are not numerically ane: Which if taken by 
itſelf, would imply that they ate not truly One but moe, or that 
they are Three in Subſtance ; - which would be 10 affirm that 
they are Three Gods, which is moſt abſurd. 4 

That it could never be the Profeſſor's Intention, by ſayin 
they were not numerically One, to deny the Unity of the Gods | 
head, becauſe: he always afferted at the ſame Time, that the 
Three Divine Perſons were of one and the ſame Subſtance; and 
the very Addition of this, that they were not ſpecifically One, 
ſerves as an Exculpation againſt the denying the numerical Unity 
ſimply and by itſelf. | | 

The Profeffor muſt be underſtood to reject both theſe Terms 
Numerical and Specifical, fot the ſame Reaſon that the Nicene 
Fathers rejected the yorougioy and the opuorsotoys to guard a- 
gainſt Sabellianiſm on the one hand and Trietheiſm on the otherg 
and fixed upon 54400 10y, which means a myſterious Unity; which 
was neither of the two Extremes. - The learned Dr. Vaterland, 
who has writ to good purpoſe in Defence of the orthodox Do- 
ctrine anent the Friniey, rejected both the Terms Specificat 
and Numerical together, in his Defence of ſome Queries upon 
Queſt. 25th, at the End, Pag. 389. in theſe Words, 45 to the 
Queſtion, whether it ſhall be called Specifical or Numerical, IL 
am in no pain about it, neither of the Names exactly ſuits it, 
nor perhaps any other we can think on; it is ſuch a Confubſtan« 
tiality as preſerves the Unity, without deſtroying the diſtint# Pers 
ſonality, &c. And therefore it would ſeem x the Aſſembly 
ated moſt wiſely, in not ſuſtaining the Article as laid in the 
Libel relevant, but they ſuſtained the denying the numerical U- 
nity ſimply, and without any Addition of Words; which if che 
Profcftor had done, it would have been to deny the firſt Prin- 
ciple of all Religion, vis. That Gop is One, which would no: 
doubt be moſt relevant. 


Ine Aﬀembly would therefore carefully 40 to the Proof, 
if from it it does appear, chat the Profefior denied imply, 8 


2 


| ä 8 
the Thees Perfons of the Trinity are numerically Ons in Sub: 
Ace. . . . i 0 FT 
There are about fourteen Witnefles who have been examined 
upon this Head, and not one of them ſay, that the Profeſſor de- 
med that the Three Divine Perlons were One, numerically, 
fimply and by itſelf; for they all concut, that as he denied on 
che one hand that they were numerically Ont, ſo at the ſame 
Time he alſo deniod that they were ſpecifically One; which qua- 
lies the formet Expreſſion, and faves the Profeſſor of the Im- 
3 of denying the propet and ttue Unity of the God - 


ead. 5 20 2 ; ee 

The vety three Witneſſes made uſe of by the Committee of 
the late Aſſeinbly, a proving this Article, viz. Denniſton, Barr 
and Edward Boyd, do coticut, That at the ſame Time, he de- 
nicd that the Three Divine Perſons were numerically One, he 
ſaid they were not ſpecifitally One: And therefore when we 
ruſe the Depoſitions, where tis ſaid, That the Profeffor taught, 
that the Three Perſons were not tuitnerically One in Effence 
we are not to ſtop ſhort there, and overlook what follows and 
tends to the Profeflor's Exculpation, vis. That at the ſame 
Time, and with the ſame Breath, he ſaid; that neither were 
they ſpecifically One; fot that Would be juſt as if when Wit- 
neſſes had deponed, that they. heard a Profeſſor of Law teach 
that it was lawful to kill in Self-defence, one in adviſing the 
State of the Proof ſhould only take notice of thefe Words, 
that he ſaid it was lawful to kill, and there ſtop ſhort, without 
regarding the Self-defence, which afforded the Exculpation. 

In the Next place, the venerable Aſſembly would pleaſe 
obſerve, That it appears from the Depoſitions of the Witneſſes, 
when compared together, .that-the Profeſſor did not deny that 
the Three Perſons of the Trinity were namerically One in Sub- 
Nance, abſolutely or-indefinitely, bar. only when Numerical is 


taken in a certain Senſe, which he then gave; according to 


which Senſe it would imply that they were bur one Perjon, and 
fo take away the Diſtinction of Perfons, 9 
That to deny the numerical Unity in that particular Senſe, is 
no Hereſy. Langford the roth Witneſs, mentions this moſt 
diſtinctly, viz, That he heard. the Profeſſor bring a Deſini · 
c tion of numerical Eſſence out of Ariſtotle; according to which 
ac Definition, numerical Eflence is the Eflence of an individual 
« Perſon, which cannot be communicated to. any other: And 
& in this Senſe the Profeſſor ſaid, that the bleſſed Trinity could 
c not be One in Number, becauſe then there would be 
& Perſon in the Godhead,” . 75 
The Definition of numerical Eſſence, taken from the Ariſto. 
#elian Philoſophers, is this, Subſtantia per ſe ſubſiſtens, individua, 
hummel | 61244; meaigent, vivens;agent, Which is the Pefiniti- 


but one 


/ 


on 624 Peifon; and according to which the Three Perfond) | 


would be one Perſon, as that Term is applied to Creatures. 
That it was otily in this Senſe of the Word, one numerical 
Subſtance, that the Profeflor denied it of the Divine Perſons, is 
further clearly proven by Millar and Stirling, who depone upon 
what the Profeſſor taught at the very ſame Time, with Deuni- 
fon and Barr, the Witneſſes condeſcended upon by the Com- 
mittee for proving this Article, as appears from the Begitining 
of their Depoſitions relating to this Point, That this Seſſion of 
the College they heard, & Millar ſays, * That he heard the 
&« Profeſſor teach, when ſpeaking of the Unity or Oneneſs of 
te the Subſtance of the Perſons, that it could not be one ſpeci- 
& fical Subſtance, elſe it would lead to Tritheiſm; it could not 
« be numerical, as it was applied to Creatures, elſe it would 
ce lead to Sabellianiſm, ot be the ſame with the worororoy, 
cc which is their 9 | em tes : 
Stirling depones, „That he heard the Profeſſor fay, That 
the Fhree Perſons of the Trinity could not be ſaid to be cis 
te ther of one numerical Subſtance, or one ſpecifical Subſtance, 
ce a; theſe Terms were uſed by the Ariſtotelian Philoſophers, when 
& applied to rational Creatures, becauſe if they were ſaid to be 
ce of one numerical Subſtance, as that Term is uſed by theſe 
ce Philoſophers, they would be but one Perſon ; and if they 
ce were ſaid to be of one ſpecifical Subſtance, they would 
ce Three Gods: And that he ſaid, they were ſo One as to be 
c Three Perſons, and ſo Three Perſons as ro be one Gd. 
That in common Juſtice, what is indefinitely mentioned by 
the Committec's Witneſſes ought to be explained and qualified 
by theſe other Witneſſes who depone upon what was taught at 
the ſame Time, and are more particular, as mentioning the re- 
ſtrained Senſe, in which only the Profeſſor denied or refuled 
the Uſe of the Term, Numerical, - oo 
That it further appears from Millar, that the Profeſſor ſaid, 
That the orthodox Divines made uſe of the Term one Numerical, 
or _ Subſtance in Number, in a very good Senſe, to which he 
agreed. 5 . AAS ET | td is 
® Thie it appears further From Hamilton and Chapman, that 
the Profeſſor explained his Senſe of Numerical, viz. If talen in 
the Senſe it was taken by ſome, applied to one Perſon, or when. 
applied to Subſlances, in the Senſe frequently uſed in the Schools, 
becauſe in that Senſe, the ſaid Term excluded Three Perſons. 
It further tends to the Profeſſor's Exculpation, that all t 


Witneſſes who have depongd do concui in this, that the Profeſ- 
for taught, That the Three Perlons of the Trinity were the 
ſame in Subſtance, See Chapman, Macculloch, Anderſon and 
Hamilton; and that CH A was very and eternal Go p, of 
See Carmichael, Pe 
ord, Duncan an 
r Richie. 


one. Subſtance, and equal with the Father, 


* 


an, Stirling, Millar, * Jervy, Lang 
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7 90 that *is impoſſible that che Profeſſor can be coiiſi, 

ered 4s guilty of any Error upon ihe Point of the Unity of 
the Subſtance of the Divine Pertons; he las taught what is in- 
tended and meant by the Terim one numerical Subſtante or Eſ+ 
2 What then does it import, whether he had ufed or re- 

uſed the Term ? Is hot the Doctrine and Truths he taught more 
io be regarded than the Terms? The Thing is to be noticed, 
not the Word or Name. „ r 
The venerable Aſſenibly would pleaſe to obſerve, in the Laſt 
place, that the late Aſſembly have only ſuſtained it relevant, 
That the Profeſſor taught, as his own Opinion, that the Three 
Perſons of the Trinity are not to be ſaid to be numerically One 
in Subſtance. : | 1 "Tc" : F 72 
That if the Aſſembly look into the Depoſitions, they will find 
- 6fily one Witneſs, viz. Denniſion, who rr That the Pro- 

ſeſſor taught, as his own Opinion, that the Three Perſons of 
the Trinity are not to be ſaid to be cither numerically or ſpeci- 
fically One in Subſtance ; and he admits, that the Profeſſor 
taught in Latin So that he has not deponed upon the iyſiſima 
terba uſed by the Profeſſo, without which we cannot be ſure 
but the Witneſe has miſtaken the Profeſſot his Opinion. | ; 

As to the other Witriefſes condeſcended upon by the Com- 
ttiirtce as proving this Article, they do not at all prove it; for, 
Barr fays exprelly, That he is not pe tive whether every one of 
theſe Words ate the Profeſſor's or not; and conſequently he 
could not be ſure that they expreſs the Profeſſor's Opinion, 
which can only n from his own Words. 

Mr. Edward Boyd, the 3d Witneſs referred to by the Com- 
Mtirtee, is not poſitive whether the Profeſſor gave this Remark as 
his own Judgment of of the Nicene Fathers; ſo that he does not 
at all prove that tlie Profeſſor taught what is there deponed up- 
e OE. | 

All the other Witneſſes do concur, that the Profeſſor only re- 
faled to uſe tlie Term Numerical in a particular Senſe, vix. the 
Sabellian Senſe, which he then colidefcetided ., © RA 
* From all which tis evident, beyond all poſſibility of Contra- 
diction, that this. Article is not proven, there bei only one 
Witneſs thar:depones that the Profdlor gave it as his own Opi- 
Fiore, That the Three Perſons of the Trinity were not to be ſaid 
& be either numerically or ſpecifically One in Subſtance or Eſ- 

As to the Paſſage of che Profefior's Anſwers teferted to by 
ie Committee, Pag. 91. of the State, and 58. of the Caſe ;; 
chat docs not in che leaſt prove this Article of the Libel, for all 
tat is ſaid: chere is, That becad/e famom Divines and zealous 
Friends to the Truth, differ about the Meaning of the Terms, one 
wrdwided Effence; and one Subſtance in Number; therefore the 
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Eſenes with one ' Subſlance in Number. But what, does this 
prove? ls the diſtinguiſhing of theſe Terms, or the avoiding gg. 
confound theſe Terms which other orthodox Divines haye di- 


uſed. | | 
Upon the whole, in no Senſe or View of the Depoſitions or 
Writs, is this Article proven. It is demonſtrated from the De- 
pofitions of all the Witneſles, that the Profeſſor is not errone - 
ous upon the Point of the Unity of Go p, that he has taughg 


that the Three Divine Perſons are of one and the ſame Subſtance, 


at the utmoſt; therefore he is only blameable in omitting to uſe 
the Term Numerical that the Aſſembly thought proper to be 
uſed, and tis not even proven that he rejected or denied the ulg 
of that Term as his own Opinion, Es 
Parties being removed, the Aſsembly took under their Canſiy 
deration the Proof of this Article, and whole Pleadings upon it 
by the Profeſsor and his Procurators; and after much reaſoni 
thereupon, they came to think of a proper State of the Queſtion, 
in order to a Determination: And ſundry different States of the 
Vote being propoſed, in which they could not agree, and havjn 
been together very long; they reſolved to proceed no furthe 
that Night, and that Tomorrow they will judge of the Proof of 
this 4th Article, withour hearing any more reaſoning upon the 
_ of the Cauſe, but only with relation to the State of the 
ote. | 
May 9. ante meridiem. The Profeſsor being preſent in the 
Aſsembly, was removed; and then the Aſsembly went on to con; 
ſider the State of the Vote upon the 4th Atticle of the Lihel; 
which is, The Profeſſor's teaching, as his own Opinion, that th 
Three Per/ons of the Trinity are not to be ſaid to be numerically 
One in Subſtance or Eſsence. And ſome having propoſed, thay 
the State of the Vote ſhould be, Whether, in the Defgnces the 
Afsembly has heard on this Article, there is ſufficient Ground 
for exculpating the Profeſsor from the ſaid Article of the Libel, 
or not? and others, that the State of the Vote ſhould be, Whey 
ther this 4th Article of the Libel, as found relgvant by the laſt 
Aſsembly, be proven, or not? a previous Queſtion was put, 
Whether they ſhould proceed firſt to conſider the Proof of ng 


foreſaid th Article, or ſhould firſt conſider the Defences ? An 
the Vote being ſtated, Proof, 1 Defences ? it carried, my 
3 118 4 
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And then the Queſtion being put, Proven, or Not? it carried; 
Proven: And therefore the Aſsembly Hands the forelaid 4th Ar. 
ticle of the Libel, as the ſame was found relevant by the laſt Aſ- 
ſembly, ny proven. And the Profcfhor was called to 
intimate this Interlocutor to him. * 
Eodem die poſt meridiem. The Profeſsor was again called, and 
compeared with his Procurators : And the Aſsembly having ſuſ- 
rained the Proof of the 4th Article of the Libel in the Forenoon, 
they proceeded now to conſider the Profeſsor's Defences againſt 
it; and he and his Procurators being further heard thereupon, 
were removed; and then the Aſsembly having reaſoned long 
upon the Import of theſe Defences, =; fully conſidered all that 
had been advanced by the Profeſsor and his Procurators for Ex- 
culpation or Alleviation, they at length did agree, That the Pro- 
feſſor's ſaid Deſences are not ſufficient to exculpate him from the 
Charge laid againſt him, for having taught, as his own Opini- 
on, that the Three Perſons of the Trinity are not to be ſaid to 
be numerically One in Subſtance or Eſſence z but only to alleviate : 
Reſerving the Conſideration, How far they did alleviate, until 
the Aſſembly come to conſider of the Cenſure. And the Profeſ- 
for was called to intimate this Interlocutor to him. 
| May 10. The Aſsembly, according to their Reſolution upog 
Wedneſday laſt. being to proceed tothe Conſideration of the Over- 
ture of the Committee of the laſt Aſsembly, for preſerving Purity 
Doctrine, upon Profeſsor Simſon's refuſing to anſwer the Que- 
ries put to him by the Presbytery of Glaſgow, the ſaid Overture 
and Queries, and alſo the Act of the Aſsembly anno 1726, for pre- 
ſerving Purity of Doctrine, were read; which Queries are ſet down 
p- 9. of the Caſe, and in p. 24. of the State; and the Overture is 
3 above, p. 47. After hearing thereof, ſome of the Mem- 
bers having propoſed, that the ſaid Overture ſhould be conſider- 
ed in the general View, becauſe the Reaſons giyen in the ſaid 


Overture, as Motives for paſſing thereof, have a general Refe- 


rence to all Perſons that may be juſtly ſuſpected of Error, or as 


to whom there is a fama clamoſa of their being erroneous, and 


thar in order to prevent the ſpreading of dangerous Errors, the 
Aſlembly did, in their reaſoning upon the Matter, fall in to the 
Conſideration of it in that general View; and after long diſcour- 
fing upon the Subject, two ſeveral Overtures were propoſed for 
bringing the Matter to an Iſsue. The firſt of which was in theſe 
Terms, viz. The Aſſembly thought fit to lay aſide the Reaſons 
Mered in ihe Commitrtee*s foreſaid Overture, and to declare, That 
they do confine their Judgment upon it, only to Mr. Simſon's par- 
ticular Caſe; and do not mean to eſtabliſh any ſtanding 2 of 
Procedure in other Caſes, but remit to the Committee for Over- 
zures to prepare an Overture upon this Subject to be tranſmitted 
to Presbyteries. And the ſecond did run thus: The Aſſembly 
having had under their Conſideration rhe Reaſons added ro the 
* nern 37 24 Rue 9 es Come 
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Committee's Overture, for cenſuring Mr. Simfoh for nit anf 
ing the Queries propoſed to him by the Presbytery of Glaſgow} 
and having long reaſoned upon this Subjeft, the Aſſembly t | 
meet to lay aſide the Conſideration of the fortſaid Clauſe of the ſaid 
Overture, and they being concerned to prevent the ſpreading of 
Error, appoint their Committee for Overtures to prepare a proper 
Overture to them thereanent. Theſe Overtures being read, the 
Queſtion was put, Firſt or Second ? And it carried, Firſt; and 
therefore the Aſsembly did agree to the foreſaid Firſt Overture, 
and remitted to their Committee for Overtures to prepare a pro- 
per Overture for preventing the ſpreading of dangerous Errors 
and for that End appointed them to meet this Night at Sev 
of the Clock, and to report the ſaid Overture as ſoon as they can. 

This being a Matter of great Importance, it is thought fit, 
that an Abſtract of the Reaſonings on both Sides in the Aſſem: 
bly, ſhould be here inſerted. * 


T was argued againſt this Method of Procedure by Que- 
T put to Perſons ſuſpected of Error, with Certification of 
Cenſure or Puniſhment, in caſe of their Refuſal to anſwer. 


That one who is ſuſpected and queſtioned about the Ground 
of it, plays the Fool to himſelf if he anſwer not (being inno- 
cent) in order to fatisfy the Enquirers, ro remove Su mz 
and ſtop further Search for Evidence or Procedure againſt him. 

But if he chuſe to neglect this Privilege, whereof he has the 
Benefit offered him, it is no Crime in it ſelf, nor ſhould be 
made a Point of Evidence againſt him in a Trial. 

In the late arbitrary and evil Times indeed, ſuch Refuſal to 
anſwer Queſtions upon political Points and Opinions, was 
thought highly criminal, and puniſhed as ſuch. What do you 
think of the Archbiſhop's Death — Of the Obligarion of the 
National Covenant — Of the Liberty of Subjects to reſiſt the 
oppreſſive Uſe of Power by the Magiſtrates: And the like poli- 
tical Queſtions were then often put to Perlons ſuſpected, and 
very ſummary Penalties inflicted upon their failing to anſwer, 
or not anſwering to the Satisfaction of the Queriſt: — But 
ſuch Methods were not fit to be approved or followed by the 
Aſſembly, | 

And that it was to be hoped, the Ruling Elders would not be 
forward or keen, to impoſe a Method of Trial, which might 
be of far worſe Conſequence to the Miniſters than it could poſs 
fibly be to them, and nor ſer the Clergy a worrying one ano+ 
—— whilſt they ſtood by —— tal out of the Reach 
of Danger. 

That this Conſequence was obvious and neceſſary, for Suſpi- 
cion was cafily taken thro* Malice or Ignorance, Surmiſes and 


rr 
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ade put, a Man is dragged 2 a Courſe of Judicates 
ies, perhaps is at length acquitted; but after a long Series of 
exation, he is ſent Home with a broken Heart and a broken 
Character, to a Pariſh who may not care to receive him, tho? 
by no one oyert Act of his, capable of Proof, he ever had 
given Occaſion to Scandal, and far leſs any Ground for con- 
vicing him, as being guilty of a Crime deſerving Centure or 

Puniſhment. | 

That the Act of Aſsembly 1726, concerning Mr. Simſon's an- 
ſwering Queries, was that of a fallible Council, which had no 
Authority to make it a right thing, to puniſh a Man eo ipſes 
that he refuſes to anſwer Queries put ro him: And that whats 
ever Law the ſupreme Eccleſiaſtick Judicatory may think fit to 
make in a — Caſe, can be no Argument in the preſent 
Queſtion, which was general, as to what belonged to the 
ordinary Juriſdiction and Procedure of all their Courts, that a 
Man who being ſuſpected of Error is queſtioned upon it, has an 
Opportunity given b 
bur to accuſe himſelf he is not obliged ; — and if he will not 
excuſe himſelf, tis his own Fault, but no Body has a Right to 
blame him beſides himſelf Licet enim unicuique juri pro ſe 
iutroducto renunciare — wherefore he was not obliged to an- 
{wer at all, unleſs he pleaſed. 

That this propoſed Method reſembles the Uſe of Torture a- 
* Perſons accuſed of Crimes, which is happily reprobated 
y the preſent Laws of this Country. 

That the Synod of Dort condemned not the Remonſtrants for 
refuſing to anſwer Queries, but for Error and Pertinacy in it. 
This Method will ſet the Church by the Ears, produce Di- 
viſions and Diſtruſt in Presbyteries; and Differences betwixt 
Presbyterjes, weaken the Strength and Intereſt of the Church, 
and their Value and Capacity to be uſeful ro the Government, 
whole chief Strength in this Country, lay in the good Affection 
of thoſe of the eſtabliſhed Church of Scotland; and extinguiſh 
the Remains of Chriſtian Charity and Love among the Mini- 
ſters, which in many already waxeth cold; and all this without 
any Occaſion or Neceſſity, — becauſe the uſual Rules of Ju- 
ſtice, and ordinary Forms of Proceſs in Trials, were ſufficient 
to prevent and extirpate Error in Miniſters, as far as humane 
Rules and Conſtitution can be efteual. ; | 

On the other Side it was argued, That it was a Man's Duty 
to anſwer, and give Satisfaction to thoſe who ſuſpected him, 
being in a lawfyl Authority over him; —» wherefore if he de- 
clined or, refuſed to do his Duty, Cenſyre might be juſtly in- 
flicted for ſuch Contempt. ; 

That in many Caſes. juſt Cauſe of Suſpicion might ariſe, 
where no Proof of overt Acts could be found, — as in the 
Caſe of Mr. Emylyn at Dublin, — who had altered his Opi- 


nion, 


im, that he may accuſe or excule himſelf, 
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nion, and long concealed it, till being interrogate on — 
of his obſerved aukward Way of treating Subject about 
which he had efred, he conteſt, and ſo it came out. 

In like Manner, a Miniſter who had {6 changed his Opinion; 
but not his Way of preaching, may have told to two or three; 
of his Brethren ſingly and apart, which would make no 
Proof that he had altered his Sefltiments, — would not this 
a Reaſon for their judicially demanding, if he ſtill adhered to 
the Conſeſton, Which was the Condition of his Admiſſion and 
Title to the Privileges of this eſtabliſhed Church. 

This is not therefore like forcing a Man to accuſe himſelf of a 
Crime, in order to his ſuffering a Puniſhment; —— for it is no 
Crime for a Man to alter his Opinion; — nor is the outing 
him of an Office, whereof by that Alteration he becomes in 
capable, properly a Puniſhment, bur the natural Conſequence 

of the Condition failing, without the Exiſtence of which he 
had never been admitted. ; 


4 


It was anſwered, —< That according to the Overture, a 


Doubtiſtarted in Diſcourſe might produce the greateſt Confuſions 
in the Church, and even raiſe and propagate Error it ſelf; —= 
That Queſtions could not be put regularly upon meerly a fa-. 
ma clamoſa, but according to the Rule x Tim: 5. 10. upon Proof 
of overt Acts; — Thar the Inquiſition it ſelf profeſsed to be 
guided by that Rule, and in that reſpect was more equitable 
than this Overture; Thar fo far was it from being a good 
Argument, that the Obligation ro anſwer juſtifed a Puniſhs 
ment for not anſwering, that the Abſurdity of this laſt ſhowed 
there was no Obligation to anſwer; That tho” the Practice 
of other Countries allowed Torture, yet here in this Country 
no Man was obliged to accuſe himſelf, — not even to infer 
Commitment, bur. a ſigned Information was requiſite previous 
to that, — tho? the Conſequence could only be at moſt, Gorts 

ement for a certain ſhort Space, before his Trial muſt by 

Law be brought. on: — And that there was no expreſs Law, 

-authorizing à Secretary of State's Warrant to apprehend ups 
on Suſpicion, without Oath made of ſome Fact, tho* the ſalus 

Feld. que non femper moram patitur, may require that at ſome 

ccaſions; — That there is: no real Diſtin&ion betwixt civil 
and Eccleſiaſtical Cafes, for the Rules of Reaſon and Juſtice 
are the ſame in both; — and ſomerimes there is greater Rea 
ſon — for Proceedings of this Kind in civil Caſes, than can 
occur in Eccleſiaſtical :?:: x 226\6ak, 

Aa T. ante gneridiem. The Profeſſor being called, and 


compearing with hi Procurators, the Aſſembly went on to the 
Conſideration of the 5th Article of the. Libel, vix. That the 
Profeſſor affirmed, that the Three Perſons of the Trinity were al 
indeed One God, and had all the ſame infinite Divine Per. 
alone; and added, Thes whether the git of eſe Berle 
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Gions was difftrent, was a Metaphyſical Queſtion we needed not 
determine. And the Committee's Proteedings upon this Ar- 
ticle, both as to Relevancy and Probariott, being read, and 
the Profeſſor heard thereupon, the Aſſembly found this Ar- 
ticle relevant; but there being only one Witneſs upon it, viz. 
Mr. William Boyd, the gth Witneſs, who Depones, Thar in 
December 1725, the Profeſſor ſaid, that thi Perſons of the Tri- 
nity wert all indeed One God, that is, have all the ſame inſi- 
ite Divine Perfections, but whether the Subject of theſe Per- 
ſons be different, as another Queſtion, and perhaps too Meta- 
phyſical for us to determine: Therefore they found it not 

roven. . 77 F | 
1 Then the sth Article was read, viz. That the Profeſſor af- 
| firmed, that in the Trinity there are Three intelligent Beings; 
and the Proceedings of the Committee upon this Article be. 
ing alſo read, the Profeſſor obſeryed, that there is a Miſtake 
in what is ſet down, as ſaid by him upon this Article; for 
Whereas it is ſaid, That he thought the Word, Being, when ap- 

ed to God, was 4 very unſuitable and unſafe Term, he faid 

of that Term, when applied to the Divine Perſons of the 
Vlefſed Trinity: And he and his Procurators being further 
heard thereupon, both as to the Relevancy and Proof, the Af- 
fembly found the faid 6th Article alſo relevant, but found the 
fame not proven. 1 mY 1 
Next, They proceeded to the 7th Article of the Libel, which 
is, That the Profeſſor ſaid, Deus Pater fuit ante Deum filium 
non tempore fed cauſalirate; and alſo added theſe Words, Ni 
fupponamus Deum non poſſe creare ab æterno: And havin 
heard the Committee's Proceedings upon this Article read, 
botli as to Relevancy and Probation, and alſo heard the Pro- 
fefsor and his Procurators thereupon, and confidercd the whole; 


they likewiſe found the ſaid Article relevant, but not proren. 


Eodem die poſt meridiem, The Profeſsor was called, and com- 
peared with his Procurators, and the Aſsembly went on to the 
nideration of theſe Attieles of the Libel, for Proof whereof 
= | — have been — but are —— — _ 
the Profeſsor's own Papers an Writings and the Ar- 
ticles were read, and gn. i follows. as n PE 
imo, That the Profeſſor owned and — that in 
ſpeaking of the Lord Jeſus Chriſt; he did not uſe the Terms Ne 
cellary-exiſtence, nor Independency, and gave this. pretende! 
Reaſon for it, that they are not mentioned concerning Chriſt in 
abe Holy Scriptures, nor our Confeſſion of Faith, or the Sy- 
ſtem he teache. e gt e 7 
do, That he has taught or vented, that Self exiſtence, 
ceſſary · exiſtence, Independency, Supreme Deity, and the Tir 
of the only true God, may be taken, and are by ſome Authors 
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| thought fit to call it, when it is to 
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r 
ther, and ſo not belonging to þ « [a and tho he ſaid, that 
Neceſsary exiſtence, Independency, Supreme Deity, and the 
Title of the only true God, might belong to the Son, in ſuch 
Senſe as included not the perſonal Property of the Father ; yet 
he told not what that Senſe was, but without doing ſo, he in- 
culcated the foreſaid Diſfinction, as a Caution that might be 
neceſſary for Students in reading both ancient and modern Au- 
#hors, whether Friends or Adverſaries to the Truth. 

3tio, And that he uſed to affirm, after inſiſting on the fore 
ſaid Diſtinction, with reſpect to the Self-exiſtence of the Son, 
that he would take it as 4 Piece of uſeful Caution or Inflru- 
ction, both to him and his Students, if the Presbytery would 
declare the true Meaning of that 3 Term of Art, as he 
e affirmed of the Perſon of 

the Son ; and he ſaid the ſame of the Holy Ghoſt. Y 
Which Articles being read, the Committee's Proceedings 
thereupon, with reſpect to the Relevancy thereof, and the Pres- 
bytery of Glaſgow's Proceedings upon the 2d Query pur to the 
Profeſſor, were all read, and the Profeſſor was heard to read 
two Papers upon the Subject ot theſe Articles: The firſt is 
printed above p. 44. See the Remarks printed above p. 38 
and 39. The ſecond Paper is as follows. 


ARTICLES of Exculpation offered againſt the 
Three Articles of the Libel, alledged to be proven 
from Writs, 


Upon the firſt Article. 
I.'7 71S habitual teaching the whole Truth as to the Do? 
H ctrine of the Trinity. N . 
2dly, Particularly in the very Letter and Anſwers out of 
which theſe Articles are taken, wherein he owns his Adherence 
to the Confeſſion of Faith. 
3dly, That the Terms mentioned in the Article have truly 
been taken or uſed in different Senſes, and are therefore ambi - 


us. 
gen TW He pleads, chat the Fact charged in the Articles, was 
acting conform to the Acts of Afſerably 1710, and 1717. 


As to the Second Article. 
, The Firſt and Second above are . | | 
24ly, That ſuch of theſe Terms as he had Occaſion ro men- 
tion to his Students as ambiguous as libelled, he expreſly difi 
eres — to expreſs the perſonal Property of 


or any of the Divine 1 


5 425 6b © BEI: 
2h, That ſuch of theſe Terms have in Fact been taken ii 
difiercht Senſes, to that the Caution mentioned in the Article 
was not affected, but a real Occaſion, , _ 
._ athly, If he has ated imprudently, tho* with no ill Deſign 
he is ready and willing to be directed by his. Superiors. 


2 ' As to the Third Article. . 

It will appear from his Letter, that he aſſerted a ttue Mean - 

ing, in which the Term Self-exiſtence may in his —_— be 

' juſtly applied to the Perſon of the Son and of the Holy Ghoſt, 

particularly, That rhe Son has Life in himſelf, according to 

John v. 26. which is alfo true of the Holy Ghoſt. | 
| + JohN Suso. 
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Then both the Profeſſor and his Procurators were heard at 
great Length, to plead againſt the Relevancy of the {aid Ar« 
ticles taken from the Profeſſor's own Papers, and to inſiſt ful- 
ly upon his Articles of Exculpation againſt the ſame. The Sub- 
ſtance of their Pleading is as follows. 4 
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PLEADING upon the Relevancy of the 
Three Articles of the Libel, alledged 

taken out of the Profeſſor's Writings, 
and mentioned in p. 225 of the State. 


T Hz firſt Article is, that the Profeſſor acknowledged, That 
in ſpeaking of the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, he did not uſe the 
Jams Necellary-exiſtence nor Independency, and gave this 
pretended Reaſon for it, that they are not mentioned concetning 
_ Ehrift in the Holy Scriptures, nor our Confeſſion of Faith, nor 
the Syſlem he teaches. | 
This Article is nowiſe relevant, for it only charges the Omiſ- 
Hon to uſe certain Terms, the Uſe of which is by no Law en- 
Joined ; neither can they be conſidered as abſolutely neceſſary, 
to expreſs the Doctrine of the Trinity, otherwiſe the ſacred 
Writers would not have omitted them in the Scriptures, nor 
= thay have eſcaped the Compilers of our Gonfeſſion of 

An. 

Iis not alledged, that the Profeffor did not teach what is 
kid down in Scripture and our Confeſſion, as neceflary to be 
beheved concerning our Lord Jeſus Chriſt; and it cannot be 
thought, but that the ſaid Doctrine is ſufficiently well expre& 
bed, by the Terms and Expreſlions uſcd in the Seripture and 
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aur Conſeſſion; and therefore the omitting to expreſs the famg 
Doctrine by ſuch Terms as no Law hath © eajoined, can he ng 
An e ee aol 3 64ktg 

- By the Acts of Aßembly 1710 and 1717, all Perſons are re- 
commended to keep by the Form of found Words expteſt in the 
Word of God, and our Confeſſion: and Catechiſms. This the 


Profefsor has done; and therefore, to charge it as a Fault his 


not uſing other Terms, is to libel him for abſerving theſe Acts, 

The Profeſsor's not uſing the Terms Independence and Neceſe 
fary-exiſtence when tpeaking of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, is theres 
fore nor relevant. And the Reaſon give for his nor uling them, 
viz. That they are not mentioned concerning Chriſt in Holy 
Scripture and dur Confeſſion of Faith, is Truch, and not a mere 
Pretence, as the Libel does inſinuatg. 29 71 
The Second Article conſiſts of che following Points. 

I. That he taught or vented, [That Selßexiſtence, Neceſſarys 
exiſtence, Supreme Deity, and the Title, The only true Gad, 
may be taken in a Senſe that includes the perſonal Property off 
the Father. | 
I by che Words may be taken be meant, that he ſaid as his 
own Opinian, that theſe Terms may richly be taken in ſuch a 
Senſe ; there may be ſome Relevancy in the Article, fo far as it 
may be thought an improper Uſe of Words which might be 
apt ta miflcad the Hearers, as if it were ſaid, that theſe Terms 
cquld not he affirmed of the Second and Third Perions of thg 
Bleſsed Trinity: And yet the Occaſion of that Miſtake would 
be ſufficiently avoided, if the Speaker at the ſame Time, ar ay 


other Times to the ſame Hearers, has advanced, that theſe ſama 


Terms may he truly affirmed. of the Perſons of the Son and 
Holy Ghoſt in a proper Senſe, not including the Perſonal Pio: 
perty of the Father. Bk 1 i Tf od 
But if by the Words may le talent be meant, That in Fact 
they may bo ſo taken, as ic is certain they have been by ſome, 
then there is no Relevancy or Crime in the Allegation, becauſg 
it is certainly true, chat what has happened, — not impto: 
bably happen again; ſo that hoth the one and the other, that 
it has been, and may be in Fact, were proper Occaſions of tha 

— mentioned in the following Wordt of the Article. 
2. That Self.exiſtence, &c. are by ſome Authors talen in 4 
Senſe that includes the perſonal Property of the Father.) In this 
Propoſition there is no Relevancy or Crime, becauſe it is true 
in Fact, as the Profeſsor offers, and is ready to prove; Which 
Fact was the real Occaſion of giving the Caution concerning 
auy of thoſe Terms which were mentioned by him to his Stu- 
dents : So that it was not a Caution affected in order to inſinu · 
ate an Error, but honeſtly intended to prevent the Students 
being miſled, when in their reading. they ſhould mect with 
Words of ſuch different Meaning in different Authors. And it 
2 Was 
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82 
was proper and neceſsary to acquaint the Students of this 
to prevent their falling into Miſtakes, and to guard them 
gainſt ſuch Expreſſions to be found in Authors of great Credit 
and Antiquity. Neither was it neceſsary to give them any fur- 
ther Caution, or to condeinn that Uſe of theſe Terms; ſeeing 
that could not but occur to them from the Truths in our Con- 
feſſion of Faith ; which tis proved he taught his Students: And 
the Presbytery of Glaſgow, for whom the Papers out of which 
theſe Propoſitions are taken, needed no particular Caution. 
3. And ſo not belonging to the Son.) i. e. That the above 


true, as it is true that the Son is not the Father, or that the 
diſtinguiſhing Character of the one which is ſuppoſed to be 
meant by thoſe Terms, does not belong to the other. 

4. And tho he ſaid, That Neceſſary exiſtence, &c. might bo- 
long to the Son, in ſuch a Senſe as included not the perſonal Pro- 
perty of the Father. . 

Ibere can be no Crime or Relevancy in this, becauſe it is 
certainly Truth which it aſserts, viz. 1. That Neceſsary exiſt-· 
ence, Supreme Deity, and the Title of The only true God, do 
belong to the Son; as they certainly do in the moſt ordi 
Senſe of the Words, and that even in the higheſt Senſe of 
Divine Perfections that they can be affirmed of he Father. 
2. It is no leſs true, they are to be affirmed of che Son in ſuch 
Senſe as includes not the perſonal Property of the Father: The 


lain Meaning of which, when attended to, is, That with all | 


ſe Divine Perfections by which he is God equal wirh the Fa- 
ther, che Son is ſtill the Son eternally begotten of the Father: 
Tho? in the Divine Attributes or Perfections that are to be af- 
firmed of his Perſon, there be no Difference or Inequality with 
reſpect to thoſe of the Father; yet this Equality is perfectly 
conſiſtent with their reſpective diſtingwihing Characters. 
And ſo far is this from being a Alle Propoſition, that the 
contradictory of it is evidently falſe and erroneous, viz. Thar 
Neceſsary- exiſtence, Supreme Deity, and the Title of The only 
true God, might to the Son in ſuch Senſe as included the 
perſonal Property of the Father. And ſurely it is impoſſible 
that two con ory Propoſitions (as theſe are) can be both 
falſe. n | 
' 5. Yet he told not what that Senſe was, but without doing ſo, 
be inculcuted the foreſaid Diſtinction as a Caution that might be 
neceſſary for Students in reading both ancient and modern Au- 
thors, whether Friends or Adverſaries to the Truth. ] 
The Crime here laid is an Omiſſion. And of what is it? To 
fell in what Senſe a true Propoſition was unered, = a 
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The Anſwer is: 1. That the Senſe was very plain to any in- 


Properties of the Divine Perſons. -— | 
2. Tothe Presbytery of Glaſgow, to whom it is all the 
ion libelled was written, there was ſurely no Need t 


explam in what Senſe ſuch a Propoſition was uttered, becauſe ir 
was not to be ſuppoſed that they could miſtake che Meaning of 
it, the Senſe of the Words being plain and imtelligible; where 
fore the Omiſſion to explain it to them could be no Fault: And 
indeed the Proſeſsor even in his firſt Letter to the Presbytery of 
goto, has among other Things diſtinctly explained What he 
to be perſonal Properties of the reſpoctive Divine 
Priſons, and further tells them, p. 19. State, Cafe p. 5. But 
if the Title ſummus Deus be meant, of Chriſt's being Creator and 
Sovereign of che World, or of the eſsential Perfections 
chat are common to the Father and the Son, then they would 
waly agree to him, c. And in his Defences to this Article of 

e Libel, p. 68. Caſe, Stats p. 101. he juſtly obſerves, Thar 
this might alſo determine the Senſe, in which the other Terms 
or Titles do no doubt agree to him, which in his then great Af- 
fliction and Weakneſs he thought needleſs to r in a Letter 


0 his Brechren, who by Parity of Reaſon could apply the fame 


to che other Terms. if 
+ 3- It cannot be alledged, that there is any Evidence from the 
Prcofeſsor's Papers, for his omitting to explain to his Students 
the Propoſition libelled, fo far as he might have Occafion to 
mention any of theſe Things in teaching them. And the omit- 
ting to tell the Presbytery, if he had omitted ity in what Senſe 
the Propoſition was true, affords no fort of Preſumption, that 
he did not more fully explain the like Propofition, if at any 
Time advanced to his own Scholars, to whom a more ample 
Explanation might be proper than was needful to the Pre byte- 
. And it will appear from the Proof, that as he taught his 
Students the whole Orthodox Doctrine concerning the Trinity, 
ſo it is particularly 4 by concurring Teſtimonies, that 
explained to them the perſonal Properties of the Divine Perſons, 
and the eſsential Perfections common to them all, in the uſual 
manner, the Knowledge of which was all chat was requiſite for 
their apprehending the true Senſe ot the above Propoſition. 
From all which it muſt appear, that che Caution mentioned 
in the Article was proper, and naturally aroſt from the Fast 
that gave Occaſion to it, as well as it was expreſsed in Wotde 
that bear no erroneous but a true Meaning, which might be 
raſily underſtood by an attentive Hear er. 
As to the Third Article, The Words of the Proſeſsor's Paper, 
in Anſwer to the Preshytery's References, which are taken into 
#his Article, do aſsert nothing, and by no means import what 
vhe Comminer NR 
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tand attentive Hearer, who knew what were the per- 
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Profeſsor knew no true Meaning of that Term, which applied 
to the Perſon of the Son and Holy Ghoſt; | 


But on the contrary, it appears from the Profeſsor's firſt Let · 


ter to the Presbytery, p. 3. Caſe, State p. 1. that he very well 
knew a true . of that Term, which he there a- 
ctually applies to the Perſon of the Son, viz. That as the Father 


hath not only Life in Himſelf, but has it from no other Perſon 


or Being whatſoever, He has in begetting his only Son from 
Eternity, communicated to Him the Divine Perfections that He 
has originally in Himſelf, whereby He has given to the Son to 
have Life in Himſelf, as our Lon p declares John v. 26.ññxkz 
which Words prove, that the Son hath Life in Himſelf, as well 
as the Father, c. METS”; | | . 58: 21 

And 'tis evident the Occaſion of the Words libelled has been, 
that the above Explanation in his Letter has not appeared ſatiſ- 
ſactory to the Presbytery z wherefore he begs of them they 
would declare to him hat was their Meaning of it. 


May I 3th; | ante meridiem. Prafeſſot Simſon being called, he 
and his Procurators compeared, and the Committee's. Proceeds 
he foreſaid Three Articles of the Libel, 


Latuon: 


85 ) 8 
tation, &c. p. 71. near the Top, of the State, and p. 37. of 
the Caſe, * the Middle. The Defendant chought fir 8 ob- 
ſerve to the Students, “ That the Father, Son, Holy Ghoſt, 
«© muſt be ſo far diſtinct Perſons, as that the incommunicable pro · 
cc perties, Characters and Actions aſcribed to them in Holy Scri- 
ce pure, &c. muſt truly agree to them. And on the other 
hand, That they muſt be fo One among themſelves, as to be 
« hut One True Eternal GO D, in Oppoſition to a Plurality of 
© Gods, of one and the ſame Subſtance, Power and Eternity, in 
e ſuch a way as is conſiſtent with the ſaid Diſtinction of their 
te Perfons, in Oppoſition unto their being but one Perſon,” 
the Difficulty is moved on the Words following) © The Nature 
© and Meaſure of which Oneneſs and Diſlinction is not revealed 
ce in the Word of God.” © | © 

The Difficulty moved, ſo far as the Defendant remembers, 
22 Correction of the Reverend Member that moved it) was, 

ing in the latter Paſſage tis ſaid, the Nature and Meaſure 

the Oneneſs and Diſtinction is not revealed; How can the Na- 
_ prove the Diſtinction of the Per ſons and Oneneſs of the God- 
head? & 2 

To which the Profeſſor replied, That in the ſormer Paſſage 
cited out of Page 17. he is ſpeaking of the Nature and Incom- 
municableneſs of the perſonal Properties of the Divine Perſons, 
the Incommunicableneſs of whieh Properties does ſhew they muſt 
be truly diſtinct Perſons, and the Nature of them, in fo far as 
revealed in Scripture, and expreſſed in our Confeſſion of Faith, 
does prove the Oneneſs of their Godhead ; it being the Father's 
perſonal Property to be of None, neither begotten not proceeding, 
and of the Son to be eternally begotten of the Father, and of the 
Holy Ghoſt to proceed eternally from the Father and the Son: 
Which ſhew — ſuch a Relation between the Son and Holy 
Ghoſt, and the Father, as prove they muſt be One and the [ame 
God with him, ſeeing they have from him the ſame Nature and 
Divine Perfeftions which he hath originally in himſelf, and re- 
ceives trom None. To which he now further adds, That there 
are no other Perſons or Things poſſeſſed of truly Divine or In- 
finite Perfections, except the Glorious Father, Son and Holy 
Ghoſt : But on the contrary, how excellent ſoever they may be 
ſuppoſed to be, they are of limited and finite Perſettions and 
Duration; and they muſt all acknowledge, as their origine and 
efficient Cauſe, the joint, or one infinitely wiſe and powerful 
Influence and Efficiency of the Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt, 
who exerciſe their creating Power in making them all. By 
which ”tiy plain, that as there are Three diſtinct Per/ons in the 
Godhead, fo theſe Three: have one Godhead, or are One God. 
Which is the 73 671 revealed in Scripture, and expreſſed in our 
Confe(ſron, 4 0 121 "TT . z 


In 


n f 
In the other Paſſage, p. 71. the Profeſſor is not of 
the Nature and. Incommunicableneſs of the perſonal. Properties of 
the Divine Perſons, as in the former Caſe ; but of the Nature 
and Meaſure of their Oneneſs and Diſtinction, which is the 73 
Mort, or the Manner of that Oneneſs and Diſtinction, which 
he ſays is not tevealed. And as our Confeſſion and Catechiſm, 
according to Scripture and other Divines, acknowledge and 
maintain the former, fo they alſo acknowledge that the Nature 
and Meaſure, or the Manner how the Three Perſons are One; 
and how they are diſtin is not revealed, and therefore own it 
to be ineffable, unconceivable, and inutterable. ö 
There was alſo another Reverend Member, who kindly moved 
another Queſtion, * What ſound Author. writing againſt Athe- 
ce iſts, took the Term Neceſſary-exiftente to ſignify the perſonal 
ce Property of the Father? To which the Profeſſor replied, 
That Profeſſor Pictet made Uſe.of it in that Senſe, and com- 
monly all our late Engliſh Writers, who write beſt againſt the 
Atheiſts; who, altho they are far enough from calling it the 
Father's perſonal Property, or from ſpeaking in theſe Diſſerta· 
tions, ot a Pluraliry of Divine Perſons, yet in the Way that the 
moſt intelligent nd accurate of t — the 2 
ainſt Atheiſts, they prove againſt them, the very Thing whi 
Scripture and our Confeſſron calls the perſonal Property of 
the Father, vis. they lay aſide the Uſe of the Word Caz/e in 
its ordinary Meaning, and prove, that there muſt needs be, or 
Neceſſarily-exiſt, {ome firſt Principle or Origin of all other Per- 
ſons or Things whatſoever, which is abſolutely of None or un- 
originated, and of which all other Perſons or Things are ſome 
Way or other, which Scripiure and our Confeffion declare plain · 
ly tg be the perſonal Property of the Father; And that not on- 
ly all Creatures are of the Father, but alſo of the Son and Ho- 
ly Ghoſt, as the One Author and Cawſe of their Being, both 
Scripture and Confeſſion teach; but the Sow and Holy Ghoſt, 
tho? the Cauſe of all created Beings, together with the Father, 
yet they are of him as their Origin, the Son by his eternal Ge- 
neration of him, and the Holy Ghoft by his eternal Proceſſion 
from the Father and Son, as our Confeſſion teaches, — 
to Scripture. And ſo far as the Defendant could obſerve, 


Chriſtian Writers that treat of this Subject, from the firſt | 


Writers, next to the Apoſtles, down to Mr. Vincent, in his 
Explication of the Leſſer Catechiſm, do acknow| the Fa- 
ther to be the Origin of the other two Perſons. that the 
Argument, as laid by the Authors above mentioned againſt the 
Atheiſts, agrees exactly with the Scripture-revelation of the 


err 


Perions of the Godhead, and Sum of it delivered in our Confeſ- 
fron. Altho' in ſuch Arguments at all touch the 


Doctrine of the Trinity, 


they do not 
yet theſe who handle it cautiouſly, do 


it, 


a 


r 
C 
it ſo as it may not ſcem to diſagree with the Scripture-revelg2 1 
tion. * rler Lig gb e WF. en ; 
And however allowable this Uſe of the Term Neceſſary-exi- 
ſence way. þe in this, abſtra& Reaſoning againſt Atheiſts, yet 
8 


os 


when rf of the Perſons of the Trinity, and their eri. 
nal Properties and Relations; it were à very unfit and unſafe | 
Way of {pcaking, to ſay, that the Farher alone were Neceſſa- 
rily-exiſtint, or that Neceſſary-exiſlence were the perſonal Pro- 
perty of the Father, conſidering the common Uſe of the | 
Word, all the Three Divine Perſons being equally polleſt of | 
all Infinite and Divine Perfettions, among which eſſential - Ne- | 
ceſſary-exiſtence and Independency are comprehended, they be · i 

ing all One God. 1 Ay 3 
Jon S1nmsoN. 


The Profeſſor and his Procurators were further heard, and | 
they being removed, the 2 proceeded to adviſing both | 
the Relevancy and Proof of the 2d and 3d Articles of that Part | 
of the Libel, the Proof wheteof is brought from the Profefſor's: | 
Papers and Writings; and the ſaid two Articles being read, the 
Allmbly did diſcourſe on them jointly, both as to Relevancy | | 
and Proof, and after full Reaſoning thereupon, and mature 
Deliberation, they at length agreed, hat the Profeſſor's teach. 
ing or venting, that the Terms Neceſſary - exiſtence, Supreme 
Deity, and the Title of the only true God, may be talen, and 
are by ſome Authors taken in a Senſe that includes the perſo- 
nal Property of che Father, and ſo not belonging ta the Song 
and that tho” he ſaid, that Neceſlary · exiſtence, Supreme Dei- 
ty, and the Title of the only True God, might belong to the 
Son, in ſuch a Senſe. as included not the and Property of 
40% Father, yet he told not what that Senſe was, but without = 
doing ſo, he inculcated the foreſaid Diſtinction, as a Caution 
that might be neceſſary for Students in reading both ancient 
arid modern Authors, whether Friends or Adverſaries to the 
Truth, is both relevant to infer Cenſure, and alſo proven from 
the Profeſlor's own Papers and Writings. And the Profeſſor 
being called, and not compearing, this Interlocutor was inti- 
mated to his Procurators, and Intimation was made to them, 
chat the Aſſembly was Towmorrow in the Forenoon, to con- 
fider the Profeſſor's Grounds of Alleviation, and they were ad · 
vertiſed to be ready to ſpeak to them. 

May. 14. ante meridiem. Profeſſor Simſon being called, he 
and his Procurators compeared, and according to Yeſternight's 
Reſolve, they were fully heard upon the Grounds of Allevia- 
tion of the Charge brought againſt the Profeſſor, in the Ar- 
ticles that have been found relevant and proven; and the Pleads - 6 
ing being finiſhed;' the Aſſembly reſolyed in the Aﬀternoon to 
rrecetd to adviſing. The Subſtance of che Pleading is as follows. 

2 M PLEADING 
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Ptraptxc upon the Defence of Profeſſor 


Fim ſom, againſt the Articles of his Libel, 
relating to the Neceſſary- ex iſtence of our 


Lord Jeſus Chriſt. 


H moſt conſiderable Errot charged againſt Mr. Simſon, 


and which has made the greateſt Noiſe, is his alledged 
Denial of the Neceſſary-exiſience of Jeſus Chriſt the Son of 
God, and he is now to be heard, how far he is guilty upon 
this Point, becauſe tho' it was found “ relevant and proyen by 


the laſt Aſſembly, that he had uttered Words to that Purpoſe, 


et his Defence or Exculpation not being yet conſidered or 


udged by the Aſſembly, which ariſes from comparing toge - 


ther what makes for him, with that which appears to make a- 
inſt him: This Point is yet intire, if or not he is guilty, and 
ow far. 1 


If it did truly appear, that the Profeſſor had diſowned 74 


Neceſſary-exiftence in the moſt common and ordinary Senſe o 
that Word, it would be unqueſtionably relevant, to make him 
an erroneous Perſon, and no body could plead or vote for his 
Innocence. 
Buy this Senſe of it we mean, that the Son of God being e- 
ternally — by, and equel with the Father in all his Di- 
vine Perfections, it muſt by Conſequence be affirmed of him, 
that it was from all Eternity impoſſible, that he ſhould not be 
or exiſt, as well as it is now impoſſible, and will be to all E- 
ternity to come, that he ſhould ceaſe to be or exiſt. Jae 
To deny this, would be inconſiſtent with his true Divinity, and 
ſet him upon a Level wich the Creatures, who are continually 
ſuſtained, and hold their Being every Moment of the ſame 
Power from which they derived it; whereas the Scripture has 


revealed to us, that the Father hath given to che Son to have 
Life in himſelf. | | 


This therefore is the proper Neceſſity, which is eſſential to 


Divinity, and therefore certainly belongs to the Perſon of the 


Son, and that equally as it belongs to the Father. 


If this be the true and proper Meaning of the Attribute ex - 
preſicd by theſe Words, then the preſent Queſtion is, * 


1 2 —„— 


* Relevant Jr. e. Sufficient, being proved, to infer Guilt, unleſs ſome 


ſtronger Matters of Defence be likewiſe proved, ſufficient to overbab+ 


lance the ſame, and make out the Party's Innocence. 
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. . 
the Profeſsor from any Teſtimonies 2 be in this Pro- 
— to be judged a Man who denies or diſowns this great 
Truth. 

And in order to clear his Innocence, we ſhall prove, 

Firſt, That as he always taught, ſo throughout this Proceſs, 
he has conſtantly aſserted and fairly owned this proper Neceſ+ 
ſary-exiſtence of our Lord Jeſus Chr N 

2d, That there is no ſufficient Evidence or Proof, that he 
is guilty. as the Libel charges, of impugning, diſowning or de: 
nying this great, neceſsary and fundamental Truth, or that he 
believes or has taught uy Propoſition inconſiſtent therewith, 

As to his uſual Method of teaching in his College, it is un, 


_ neceſcary to ſet forth the Proof of it at Length, fince both the 
Articles in which the Profeſsor expreſs d it, are found proven 
by the Commirree by concurring Teſtimonies, whereof there 


are not a few, and not one contradicting them. Theſe Articles 
are | 
Imo, That he proved by the Witneſies adduced againſt him; 


that he taught as his own Judgment, the 2 Words of the 


Articles in the Confeſſion of Faith, oppoſed to the foreſaid Ar: 
ticles of the Libel, to wit, Chap. 2. and Chap. 8, $ 2. and 
that he did not deny or impugp any of theſe Articles. 
 2do, That he taught, that f the eſsential Perſections of th 
— but not the perſonal Property; an 

that whatever could be affirmed of the Father, ought to be af - 
firmed of the Son, except his perſonal Property. 

I ſhall however make an Obſervation or two upon this Proof, 
Imo, It appears, that he conſtantly and habitually taught as his 
own Judgment, the expreſs Words of the firſt Article of the 


"Libel, ſetting forth in the very Words of the Confeſſion of Faith, 


the Truths which he is charged with impugning, diſowning 


or denyi 


ng. 

2dly, That as the Text he uſed, from which to explain the 
Doctrine of the Trinity, was perfectly Orthodox, and his Ex- 
poſition was agreeable to that Text, ſo every Author or Boak, 
which on that Occaſion he recommended to his Scholars, was 
alſo of the ſame Stamp; and that he has conſtantly been in uſe 
to refute thoſe very Errors or Hereſies, of which this Trial ſup» 

ſes him to partake z which Things ſo clearly proved, do ac 
feat afford the ſtrongeſt Preſumpuon imaginable of his inno- 
cence, and render it Rigby improbable that he is guilty; and 
conſequently, that he is not to be judged ſo, without the moſt 
plain, dire& and invincible Proof 


34ly, It is to be obſerved, that the 2d Tx of this 
Exculpation is proved by many Witneſses, who all ſpeak of 
the perſonal Property of the Father and Son in the | 

Number, which proves, that the Proſeſsor never tat 
any different or di inguiſhing Character berwixt the Divine 
M 2 . Perſong, 
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Perſons, other that ſingle one. proper to each, in, which 
ae reed, bie. being of rok : 9 aid Ng 
26h may be obſerved, ro 'obviate a Suſpicion which has 
been vented in the Aſsembly, That it is proved among other 
Things, the Profefsor uſed to make this Remark, viz. That it 
was a harſh or improper ' Way. of ſpeaking to Jay, that Pater eſt 
- cauſa filii: And likewiſe chat he uſed to, ſay, Thar a Being of 
infinite Perſection could not be created; Which Things ſeem 
plainly to exclude the 272 which was inſinuated, tho 
nothing like it was ever {aid by the Profeſsor, viz. That the 

| Generation of the Son was arbitrary, or might not hive been. 
| If it be obſerved, that the Term of Neceſſary-exiſtence has 
| not been uſed by the Profeſſor in his ordinary teaching. The 
Anſwer is plain, that ſince the Thing or Attribute fignified by 
| that Word was certainly taught, rhe Omiſſion of that Term 
l can afford no Preſumption againſt the Profeſlor, whether there 
| was any good Reaſon' for that Omiſſion or not, unleſs there be 
| poſitive Evidence otherwiſe, that the Thing is denied by him; 
| or unleſs he refuſe to admit the proper Uſe of the Term, when 
| it is propoſed to him. And the Aßembly has already done him 
| the Juſtice, to lay aſide that Article of the Libel, charging 
| him with the not uſing the Terms, as no-ways releyant or {iife 

| ficient to infer any Guilt or Grime. „ Ap en 
__ * Before we proceed to prove from the Procels, that both the 
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| Term and Thing fignified by it, hath been all along admitted 
| throughout the Profhors Papers, and that nothing inconſi- 
A ſtent therewith, or denying the fame, does appear with ſlf- 17 
| ficient Evidence, either from the Papers or Depofitions, it will | * * 
| be neceſsary to premife ſome Things, the Want of Attention to 4 


which, or Apprehenſion of them, has I conceive miſled the w 
Committee to miſtake the Profeſsor's true Meaning; which 
Things therefore it will be neccſsary that the Alsembly have | to 
in thcir Eye, when they come to look jntq the Particulars of is 


| the Evidence. ' ou 
[ In the Firft Place, Let it obſerved, that there is indeed one Ce 
Difference, and only one, that they will find that the Profeſior | G. 
| always makes betwixt the Ir of God the Father, | ' Ne 
i and that of God the Son; which is, that the Farker's is unbe- | th 
=. - otten or original, the Son's is a begotten Neceſſity, or derived | af 
[| by Generation, as his Divinity and all other his ſupreme Per- 21 

fections are; but the Neceſſity as well as the reſt, are never- Se 


| theleſs equal in Degree to thoſe of the Father: So that the ag; 
|: higheſt Degree of Neceſſary: exiſtence in the Profeſsor's Opini- | Ne 
1 on, is to be affirmed to belong to the Perſon of the only Be- 'afs 
| | open Son of God, equally as it can be' affirmed of the Fa- am 
| ther. : OW” 1 Bi. 7 4 YL | n F d » 
Noceſſary-oxiſlence is therefore certainly a Property of the Son, Pre 
or Attribute to be affirmed of the Perſon of he Son; and in 
„4 4 vy » bn \1'\, bs ” 319-6: \ 
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.this, Senſe it ie pag of his perſonal; Properties, tho“ the .coun? 
mon Meaning of nal Pr | 

: ff Pee Character of Sonfhip, which makes no real Difference 
of 


perſonal Property, be only his diſtin- 


Pepfections or Attributes betwixt him and the other Per- 

ſons, but only of the modus or Manner of his deriyi them. 
Let every Member of the Aßembly reflect within his own 

Breaſt Whether he has always diſtinguiſhed, in thinking u 


: 


| pon 

| this Trial, berwixt theſe two Meanings of the Words, perſoual 

| 7 operty, or Properties of the Perſon ;, and ler every one reflect, 
Cc 


not imagine, that the Pro r had denied, that 


Neceſſary exiſtence was a Property to be affirmed of the. 0 * 


of the Son, which indeed would be the Error libelled -: 


this we ſhall prove, that he never has denied, but always af- 


firmed it. 


Ihat ſome bave thus miſtaken the Profeſsor's Meaning, which 


= 


ves occaſion for this Obſervation, we perceive by a printed 


Pampbler, called, Remarks on his Caſe; which (p. 64.) has 
| theſe Words, „ That this is one of Mr. Simſon s main Sub- 


< rerfuges 3 under the Pretext that Negeſsary - exiſtence, Inde- 
te pendency, Sc. are not diſtinguiſhing perſonal Properties of 
te the Son, to deny them of the Perſon as a Perſon, and yet 
ce pretend to attribute them to that Perſon as God eſsentially 
ts conſidered: ” A Diſtinction which it never came into the 
Profeſsor's Mind to form or utter. Again (p. 68.) the fame 
leading Miſtake of the Profeſsor's Meaning is expreſt in, theſe 
Words, ſpeaking of his Declaration to the . May 18h 
1727, „ That this is but a very poor Shift, fince he has pften 


told us, that Neceſsary-exiſtence can only be ſaid of Chxiſt 


ce or the Spirit eſsentjally, but not perſonally conſidered.” ,. Bur 
where the Profeſsor has told that, we are not able to find ont. 
Another Thing to be obſerved before looking particularly in- 
to the more Greet Proof on this Point, is with relation to What 


is contained in Article 2d of the Libel, of the Articles drawn 
out of the Profelsor's Papers, which is much inſiſted on by the 


Committee as ane of their chief Evidences of the Profeſsor's 


"Guile upon thiz Head; and that is, his afserting that the Wards 
| Neceſſary Exiſtence, when taken in a Senſe including the Fa- 
_ ther's 
- affirmed of the Son; 


perſonal Property, in that Senſe alone it cannot be trul 
3 which they infer that he inſinuates 
a lower Senſe of the Term agreeing to the Son, and a higher 
Senſe agreeing to the Father: And ſo they alledge it is a Crime 
againſt him, that he has taught ar leaſt ſome Senſe of the Term 
Neceſſary-exiſlence not agreeing to the Son; which they ſeem to 


© 7 


aſsert is what np Orthodox Author can be brought as an Ex- 


: 4 


pon this let ir be obſeryed, 190, That the aſserting a true 
Propoſition, which this is, in however improper. Terms, pro- 

vided they be explained by the Speaker, can never infer, or 
| OP. 


cion, and make it * ur mp very clear Declarations be made 
mat no Injury to the Tru 


* - 2do, It does by no means appear, that the Uſe of theſe Terms 
in that Senſe was the Profeſsor's own Choice, or approved of 


Fact, or might be or happen again; both which are true. For, 


' which: was expreſt in theſe Words, Pater Filium genuit, non 


and this was ſaid to be nor neceflarily ; fo that they have all af 


Proof of Error him; however his Choice of impro- 
per Words to expreſs himſelf by, may be a Ground of Suſpi - 


is intended; which there is in the 
r Caſe by the Proof above mentioned. 


by him as fit to expreſs the perſonal Property of the Father; 
but the contrary is proved by the Wirneſses, as we ſhall after- 
wards make appear. 

zie, He ſpeaks only upon a Suppoſition which had been in 
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470, We prove, not only unfound Authors do aſ- 
ſert Neceſsary-exiſtence to be proper to the Father; which a- 


. Jone might give occaſion to the Caution; though if the Profeſ- gi 


for has made a needleſs Caution or Obſervation, does it there - 
re follow that there is an Error concealed under it? or is the | thi 
Suſpicion of a concealed Error the Proof of a real one ? Hi 
But we ſhall further prove, that there is a Senſe of Neceſſary | : 
exiſtence, mentioned by orthodox, and approved by Authors, | an 
as not agreeing to the Son, and yet none of theſe were ever | the 
ſuſpected of denying or doubting of the real and higheſt Neceſ- Pay 


- fary-exiſtence of the Perſon of the Son. From which it will | Af 


follow, chat there is no Relevancy in this Obſervation, or no- 
Conſequence, from rhe afserting of the firſt of theſe Propoſi- | on 


tions, to the Denial of the ſecond. : the 


The Authorities we are to bring to prove this Fact, do indeed | ſwa 
relate to the perſonal Property in the ſtricteſt Senſe or Genera 1 
tion of the Son, and not wich relation ro the Properties of his | thin 
Perſon. | . to | 

The Fact we mean is this: It ſeems there aroſe a Diſpute in| agr 
the ancient Church, Whether the Generation of God the Son | Frie 
was neceſsary ? And ſome of them thought that ir derogated| Cau 
from his ſupreme Dignity and Perfection, not to affirm it, or] fion 
to ſuppoſe it poſſible that if ſuch had been the Will of the Fa- the. 
ther o might not have been. Others thought it no leſs dero - then 

ted from the Father, to ſay that the Generation was not vo-] und, 

tary, but with, and not againſt his Will. A Medium was 
deviſed to avoid the wrong Meaning in both theſe Extremes, 


voluntate, nec neceſſitate, ſed natura. 

Here then is plainly one Senſe of Neceſſary-exiſtence, whicl 
by the Aﬀerters of this Propoſition is expreſly denied to agree 
to the Son; for his Exiſtence or Subſiſtence (whatever is th 
proper Name for his Being) is certainly ** by the Father, j 
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Yer even this (ſuppoſing it a wrong way of ing) 
O 


ceedingly compatible with the Aſſerter's Belief of the pr pu y 
of the 


ceſſary-exiſtence in its higheſt Senſe, that is to be 
Perſon of the Son, who is revealed to us to have been eternally 
otten, equal with the Father; ſo that it is abſolutely ſure 
certain he is ſo, ſuppoſi 


in ſome Senſe it was not nec that he ſhould be. 


Let us now ſee who the Perſons are that aſſert this Propoſt · 
tion : Toy are, Firſt, The Biſhop of Rome, called St. Damaſus, 
) and com- 


(who lived after the Middle of the Fourth Cen 


poſed a Creed with this Propoſition in it; and in the Game 


: 


&rine are believed to have agreed St. Athanaſius and Petrus 


Alexandrinus. 


2do, This Confeſſion was adopted and ſigned about the Be- 
inning of the Reformation, together with the Helverick Con- 
ion, to which it was ſubjoined and annexed as a Part; and 


the ſame was received by almoſt all the reformed Churches in 
Hungary, Poland, and elſewhere: Particularly, ou 

3tio, In the Church of Scotland, in the Tear 1566; who 
an Aſlembly holden at Edinburgh that Year, did receive and fign 
the Helvetick Confeſlion, whereof this Creed of Damaſus was a 
Part; which is proved authentically by the Recital of an Act of 
Aſſembly held at Glaſgow 1638. | | 1 

4, By the four London diſſenting Miniſters who lately writ 
on the Subject of the Trinity, publiſhing Damaſuss Creed in 
their Book; which ſhews the Approbation of thoſe of their Per · 
ſwaſion now in England of that way of ſpeaking. 


The Argument from all this is, That it is no ſuch unheard of | 


thing as the Committee ſuppoſe; for even Friends to the Truth 
to underſtand the Terms nts $f in one Senſe not 

ecing to the Son of Gop, and that both older and later 
Niend; to the Truth have done ſo: Wherefore the Profefſor's: 
Caution concerning that Senſe was not without a viſible Occa«- 
fion, eſpecially if it be conſidered further, that he had met with 
the like Senſe of the Words from his on Students in teaching 
them; for it ſhall be made appear, that one of them did truly - 
underftand the Term Neceſſary exiſtence as incompati with: 
Generation, and therefore as not agreeing to the Son, on 
Aecount of his perſonal Pro 
2 but condemn the of the Words in that 


e. | MO 
It nowiſe takes off the Force of this Atgumen 


t to. object 


That the Term Neceſſity, which is denied of Jeſus Chriſt. in the 
Creed of Damaſus, is only rejected, leſt it ſhould be thought to 
import any thing of Fatality or. Coaction: For fu is to 


af be true, it is not leſs evident from the Example of this Creed 


"Of 
Yet 


and the many Friends to the Truth who have followed . 


it were true as they aſſert, that 


2 


But the Profeſſor did 


* 
7 


SY | a ms Pp 94 TI as ey 
| drited it, That the Term Neceſſity w an nt Harm or double 

Meaning, for that is proved by this very Objection; and the 
Atabiguny of its Meaning was always the Reaſon aſſigned b 
the Profeſſor for his abſtaining from the Uſe of it in caching, 
and for giving ay Caution againſt underſtanding it in a Senſe 
peculiar to the Father, when it was affirmed of the Son: For to 
affirm it of him in the common and ordinary Senſe 6f the Word 
abbye defined, or even concerning his Generation, in a Senſe 
r of Fatality or Coaction, he nevet had or mide any 

caley.. 3 rant 

We a now prove, that as he conſtantly taught in his Col- 
lege the orthodox Doctrine of the Confeſſion of Faith contained 
inthe Libel, ſo he has throughout this Proceſs always fairly owri- ' 
ed the Neceſſaty-exiſtence of Jefits Chriſt, which is the Truth in' 
Queſtion, and that he has not concealed Nis Mind concern- 


nn. | ' * 4 4 th 0 1 
e of all, in his Letter to the Presbytery of Glaſgow, above 
a Lear before the Pröceſs was commenced, he aſſerts, That 
© as Gp the Father hath not only Life in himſelf, but has it 
«from no other Perſon or Being; ſo in begetting his only 
ce Son, he has from Eternity communicated to him the Divine 
er Perſections he has originally in himſelf, whereby he has gi- 
cc yen to the Son to have Life in Himſelf, as our Lord declares, 
ce John v. 26. Which Words do prove, that the Son hath Life 
4 in himſelf as well as the Father, namely, That he is infinite, 
cc eternal and unchangeable in his Wiſdom, Power, Holineſs, 
C Goodneſs, r. Which Words do èxpreſly contain an Aſ- 
ſertion of che Thing or Attribute meant or ſignified by the Term 
Neceſſary- exiſtente, or elſe there is no other Engliſh Words ca- 
pable of expreſſing the ſame. 
In the fame Letter he aſſerts, * Thar he conſtantly proved 
« ar large the — of the Son with the Father, though he 
er taught that the Father's 3 Property did not agree to 
« him. And as to the Term itſelf, in the ſame Letter, he 
fays; © Thar if the Words Neceſſary exiſtent bt ſaid of out Lord 
« Jeſus Chtift, in any Senſe confiſtent with che perſonal Pro- 
te erties of the Father and the Son, they will no doubt agree 
ce to him.“ And though ĩt may be thought unneceſlary, yet it 
was certainly not exrontous to fu pot, this theis was any Senſe 
not conſiſtent with the perſonal Properties of tlie Father and 
the Son, or including the perſonal 8 of the Father; in 
which Scale theſe Words could not be applied to the Son. But 
whatever Fault there was in malting that Suppoſition, yet here 
is a plain Aﬀertion of the Terms tö agree to the Son; the 
Fotee of Which is nowie impaired er waikened Þy thac Sap 
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Afterwards the Profeſſor in his Repreſentation td 
the Presbytery of Glaſgow, of the 29th March 
1727, (which is likewiſe before the Libel) has theſe 
Words, to the ſame purpoſe, © 1 am ſurpriſed to 
ce find that many {till entertain Suſpicions, as if I did 
not own the Son of Go p to be a neceſlary Being, 
er although I have declared in my Letter that he is 
c one Gop with the Father, and, as the Father, hath 
© Life in himſelf, exc. — and the other Divine 
© Perfections, manifeſted by his creating and govern- 
« ing the World: Which in my Opinion do ſuffi - 
© cicntly prove him to be a neceſſary Being to any P. 77, 72 
© Perſon that has not a mind to cavil, as it ſatis fies th State 
ve me thereof,” | 

And in another of his Papers he aſſerts, That the 
higheſt Degree or Notion we can frame of Neceſſary- 
Exiſtence that does not include being of none, does no 
doubt agree to the Son, according to which he be- 
lieves that the Son is Neceſſarily exiſtent, and that it p. 1860. 
was impoſſible he ſhould not have been. the State, - 

Add to this the Declaration made by the Profeſſor 
in Writing before the Aſſembly 1727, and the ſame 
could be 2 by almoſt every Paper of his through- 
out this Praceſs : Bur theſe Paſſages above mentioned 
are ſufficient to prove, that there is no Foundation for 
the Allegation of the Committee, That in all the Pro- 
cedure of the Judicatures of the Church with him a+ 
bout this Article, he has never come up fairly to own 
the Neceſſary-exiſtence of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and 
that he ſtill concealed his Mind as to this great Iruth, 

There remains no Branch of Evidence of the Pro- 
ſeſſorꝰs Guilt on this Article, as the ſame is ſumm'd F. 223. 
up by the Committee, other than the Proof by Wit- 
neſſes, which we reſerve to be conſidered, when all 
the other Evidence is removed out of the way, ex- 
cept that Circumſtance of his refuſing to ſatisfy the 
Presbytery of Glaſgow, when queried by them anent 
2m Anicle : As to which we ſhall at preſent only ob- 

erve, 

Imo, That though the Profeſſor had not the good Fortune to 
fatisfy the Presbytery of Glaſgozv, yet before them he did plain- 
1 aſſert his Belief of this Truth in queſtion, as appears from the 

aſſages already cited, all which were in Papers before the Pref 
bytery of Glaſgow previous to the Libel. 

But 24ly, Suppoſing it were true that he had refuſed to give 
them ſufficient Satisfaction, when queried anent this Article, 
and that he were cenſurable for ſuch Refuſal as guilty of à Con- 
tempt, yet that is a different Crime from Error, which is the 

| N | preſeut 
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preſet Queſtion, and is neither 3 to Juſtice, nor to tlie 
pinion this Aſſembly has already given oye ay, the Method 
in general of proceeding by Queries to try Mens Opinions, that * 
the Profeſſor's Refuſal to ſatisfy the Presbytery, when queried 
by them, ſhould be made ule of againſt him as a Preſumption or 
Point of Evidence, now that the Aſſenibly is jud ing the Proof 
in a legal Trial; which Proof can conſiſt orily of at is depo- 
ſed by Witneſſes, or what is confeſt judicially or in Writing by 
the Profeſſor himſelf, and not at all of his Silence, or Neglect, 
or Refuſal ro ſatisfy the Presbytery when queried. When his 
Conduct as to that Point comes to be tried, he muſt account for 
it the beſt way he is able; but it muſt certainly be wholly laid 
aſi de out of the preſent Queſtion, not only as of its Nature fo- 
reign to the Evidence, but becauſe he has hot yet been heard and 
of a upon his Conduct as to theſe Queries; and 'till that Point 
be ſpecially heard and determined, it can nevet be made 2 
Ground of Reaſon for convicting him of Error. 

As to the proper Evidence therefore in this Caſe, it is not 
even alledged that the Profeſſor has ever in any of his Papers 
made nſe of Words or Expreſſions that bear or import a deny- 
ing or diſowning the Neceflary-exiſtence of Chriſt ; and we 
have already proved, that on the contrary he always taught in 
his College, and during the Procedure with him, as well before 


as ſince the Libel, that he has expteſly owned and aſſerted this 


Truth, and even affirmed it by the Terms Neceſſarily-exiſlent, as 
roper fot expreſſing it: It remains that we conſider the Proof 


y Witneſſes, which is the only Proof that appears directly to 


contain any thing inconſiſtent with the Truth. | 

There arc but two Times ot Occaſions libelled, when the Pro- 
feſſor is alledged to have ſaid any thing importing a Denial of 
this Truth, viz. in the Converſations bet wixt him and his Stu- 
dents, contained in the ſecond and third Articles of the Libel. 

As to the former of theſe Converſations, the Aſſembly has 
found it proved, That the Proſeſſor in teaching his Scholars ſaid, 
That the Neceſſary-exiſtence of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt was a Thing 
we knew not, and that the Term Neceflarily-exiſtent was imper- 
tinent, and not to be uſed in talking of the Trinity, © 

We muſt however upon this Occaſion be allowed to lay the 
Proof again before the Aſſembly, thar it may appear in what 
Manner and on what Occafion theſe Words were uttered by 
the Profeſſor; for it is from theſe Circumſtances that his De- 
fence ariſes, and the Evidence that in that Converſation he did 
by no means impugn, diſown or deny the great Truth in que- 
ſtion, viz, the proper Neceſlary-cxiſtence of the Perſon of our 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt. | 


The Words in the Libel and! Intetlocutors Talking of the Tri- 


Pity, are capable of two very different Meanings, viz. Firſt, Tt 
moſt properly ſignifies talking of the Relations and —_— 


D . 


ing Characters of the ſeveral N! of the bleſſeed 
Trinity; and it may alſo den), as was argued in 
the Aſſembly, when they found the Article proved, Vid.Re 
Talking of each Perſon, and what is to be attributed p. 64, © 
to each of the bleſſed and glorious Three, even conſider- 
ed as Perſons. Now the Malignity or Crime in af 
ferting, that the Term Neceſſarily-exiſtent is not to be 
uſed in talking of the Trinity, conſiſts only, ar leaſt 
the Evidence of the Error in queſtion can only ariſe 
from the rejecting of the Term, when talking of the 
Trinity in this later Senſe, or in talking of what is to 
be attributed to our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, conſidered as 
the Second Perſon thereof: But it will appear from 
conſidering the Evidenge as to this Converſation, that 
it was in talking of the Trinity in the former Senſe, 
viz. of their perſonal Relations and diſtinguiſhing 
Properties, that the Profeſſor aflerred the Term was 
impertinent and not fit to be uſed. 

hen the Pepoſitions of the Witneſſes are compared and puy 
rogether, it appears evidently that the whole Sum and Amoung 
of that Converfation was this: 

That when the Profetſor was teaching upon the Chapter in 
the Confeſſion of Faith about religious Worſhip, he took Occa · 
fion to fpeak of the Son's deriving his Perfections from the Fa+ 
ther in his eternal Generation. 

Upon which Brown a Student objected, That ſuch a way of 
Ty ſeem*d ro derogate from the Son's Independency. 
© The Profeſsor replied, That if by the Word Independency, ho 
underſtood any Idea inconſiſtent with eternal Generation, it 
could not be applied to the Son in that Senſe 3 bur that in a 
Senſe conſiſtent with his Generation, it did agree to the Son, 
The Objector infiſted, That if the Son was not independent 
in the ſame Senſe in which the Father was, he could not ſeg 
that he could be Neceflarily-exiſtent. | 

Here again the Student ſtarts an Apprehenſion of his, That 
Neceſſary- exiſtence was inconſiſtent with the Generation of the 
Son, or his deriving his Perfections from the Father, which 

was the Subject they were upon; and that it was a Neceſſity of 
Generation that the Student meant by Neceſſarily-exiſtent, and 
which he conceived required an Independency in every Senſe, 
_ yet more plainly from his following Words which hg 
added, That if the Son was not Neceffarily-exiſtent, he might 
_ have been, and the Father might poflibly have been without 

m. 
The Profeſſor's Anſwer was by denying or putting the Stu- 


dent to prove the Conſequence of his Objection, or that there 


is any ſuch Inconſiſtency as he imagined berwixt the eternal 
Generation of the Son of Go p and his neceſſary Exiſtence; _ 
| N 2 witl 
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with all gives his Students a Caution Lin the Uſe of Terms, 
when talking on that Subject, wiz. the 
Father and the Son, which Terms he ſaw were apt to miſlead 
them into wrong Apprebenſions concerning it. The Words of 
his Anſwer were, How do you know that? That this Affair was 
not determined by Reaſon (Independent and Neceſſarily-exiſtent 
were not uſed in Scripture, that they were ambiguous, and ſo 
not fit, or impertinent to be uſed in taiking of the perſonal Pro- 
peries of the Father and the don, or when applied to the Relations 
of the Divine Perſons. 

This being the Caſe as to that Converſation, it is evident 
that Kind or Meaning of Neceſsary-exiſience Was therein denicd 
by the Profeſſor to belong to the Son, and that Neceſsary-exiſt« 
ence, as it ſignifies a Perfection to be attributed to each of the 
Perſons of the bleſſed Trinity, conſidered as ſuch, was not ſo 
much as talk'd of or mentioned in the whole Converſation, and 
therefore the Profeſſor could not poſſibly mean to deny it to be- 
long to him. | | | 

The only Evidence that remains of the Proſeſſor's Guilt u 
this Point, is the Proof relating to the fourth Article of the Li- 
bel, concerning what he uttered in teaching his Scholars, the 
Chapter de Creatione in Markii Medulla Theologia Chriſtiane, 
when it is charged againſt him that he ſaid, that Mark's Argu- 
ment againſt the Eternity of the World, viz. That if Eternal, 
jt muſt be Neceffarily-exiſtent, was not good, becauſe Chriſtus 
eſt aternus, ſed non ens neceſsariam, or non neceſsario exiſtit, 

As to which Article, the Aſſembly has found it proved, that 
he uttercd theſe laſt Words: And yet for the Profeſſors De- 
fence, and to make out his Innocence as to the Error that may 
be hence inferred, as being included in theſe Words abſolutely 
taken, when deliberately uttered, we muſt be allowed to oblerve 
the weakneſs of the Proof or Evidence, that he did at all utter 
theſe Words, and likewiſe the Occaſion when they are ſaid to 
have been uttered, which, as in the former Inſtance, will ſhew 
that they could not be meant in the erroneous Senſe. 

Firſt then, let it be obſerved how uncertain and weak the E- 
vidence is, that theſe Words were at all uttered by the Profeſ- 
ſor: There were thirty Witneſſes examined upon Oath, who 
were all preſent at the Time libelled, and of theſe there are on- 
ly three that remember any of theſe Words, and theſe three do 
each of them depoſe with a Mark of Uncertainty or Doubtful- 
neſs, as indeed muſt neceſſarily happen when they are examined 
upon a few Words uttercd in the midſt of a Lecture, at the Di- 
Nance of about fifteen Months before their Teſtimony. 

Boyd, the iſt Witneſs on this Subject, ſays, . That the Pro- 
ce feſſor ſcem'd diſatisfied with Mark's Argument, and added, 
e Chriſtus eſt æter nus, ſed non ens neceſiariam, or non neceſsarioex- 


* iti, or non eſt neceſsarius, he could not tell which, but is poſitive 


— 


Relation betwixt the 


— A 


1 


Dreesen 


O 
in 
FT 


Kreer 


* 


n 5 ws 


BET are 


' 


1 
c as to one of them.“ Now though theſe Expreſſions are equi: 
valent to each other, yet the Witneſs who is uncertain which of 
three Phraſes was the Profefſor's Words, may very poſſibly be 
miſtaken as to all the three, Gnce he himſelf amis thac he may 
be ſo as to any of them. | 

Duncan, the next Witneſs, is yet more uncertain ; he ſays 
the Profeſlor found Fault with Mark's Argument, and aſſerted 
(to the beſt of his Remembrance, which is an uſual Expreſſion 
to denote the Doubtfulneſs or Uncertainty of a Teſtimony) 
Chriſtus eft eternus, aon tamen neceſsarius; and adds, that 
was not poſitive theſe were the Profeſſor's exact Words. 

Barr, the 3d Witneſs (who was a very raw Student, and a 
young Man) ſays, That the Profeſſor appeared diſatisfied with 
Mark's Argument againſt the Eternity of the World, and gave 
this Reaſon, Nam Chriſtus eſt aternus, ſed non ens neceſsarium, 
ſeu non neceſ5ario exiſtit. 

It is ſubmitted therefore, whether the Teſtimony of theſe. 
three, ſo uncertainly emitted concerning Words uttered at ſuch a 
diſtance of Time, is not over-ballanced even by the negative Teſti» 
mony of the other twenty ſeven, who were preſent at the ſame 
Time, and have depoſed that they remember no ſuch Thing, 
eſpecially when that is joined with the great Improbability of 
the Fact, That a Profeſſor ſhould, when teaching de creatione, 
advance a Propoſition concerning the Son of God, contrary 
to what he habitually and conſtantly taught when he was upon 
the Chapters concerning Go p and the Holy Trinity; and it is 
not credible that an Aſſertion ſo new and remarkable could have 
pu unheaded, or eaſily ſlipt out of the Memory of 27 of 30 of 
is Hearers. N 

1405 Suppoſing theſe Words had been in reality uttered, the 
Occaſion upon which they were uttercd ſhews that the Mean - 
ing or Intention of the Speaker could not be to deny the Neceſ- 
ſary-exiſtence of CR IST, as theſe Words ſignify a Perfection 
to be attributed to his Perſon; for ſuch a Propoſition would not 
only have been falſe in itſelf, but intirely impertinent and to- 
reign from the Purpoſe or Occafion which brought it in. The 
Chapter the Profeſlor was upon was the Creation of the World, 
and the Argument in queſtion was its Eternity, which the Ari- 
ſtotelians affirm, and at the ſame Time admit, that it was crea» 
ted by GOD. Marti, the Profeſsor's Author, denies the Con- 
ſiſtency of theſe two, Creation and Eternity, which he expreſs 
ſes by ſaying, That the World cannot be eternal, without it bs 
Neceſ5arily-exiſtent ; meaning by theſe laſt Words, unleſs it exiſt- 
ed of itſelf, and did not derive its Being from a Creator. The 
Profeſsor was diſsatisfied with this way of arguing, and juſtly, 
2nd uſually remarked that this was no more — what 
Ariſtotle aiserted, which was no Argument; for Ariſtotle affirms 
ed that Eternity and Creation were conſiſtent. Marki 7 
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their Conſiſteney; and (. That the World, if eternal, 
z Neceſ+arily-exiftent, and not derive its Being from GO ** 

Now if upon this Occaſion, and for illuſtrating the Weak- 
meſs of this * the Profeſſor did truly utter the Words 
libelled, viz. Thar the Argument was not good, becauſe Chriſtus 
oft aternus, ſed non ens neceſſarium, the only le Meani 
it could have in common Senſe, muſt have been, that Chri 


- tho? eternal was not inoriginated, but derived his Exiſtence 


from the Father. 
This therefore could never import a Denial of the 


Neceſſary-· exiſtence of Chriſt, as it ſignifies a Perfection 
to he attributed to his Perſon, neither could it miſlead 
the Students into an Opinion, as if he imagined him 
to be a Creature, becauſe ir was his conſtant Cu- 
ſtom to teach them, that he was very God, infinitely 
above Creatures, making the World not as an In- 
ſtrument, but by his proper Perfections; and parti- 
cularly, that there was an utter Diſparity, berwixr 
any ſuppoſed poſſible Eternity of the World (which 
vide Chap- he himſelf never aſſerted bur impugned ) and the e- 
man, Wit, ternal Generation of the Son of God, giving this Rea- 
23d. ſon for it, that the World muſt be finite, whereas the 
Son of God is infinite, and of unlimited Perfections. 

Now fince theſe Words are capable of a Meaning, not in- 

cluding the Error charged againſt the Profeſſor, and when 
that ſound Meaning is the * 72 one, in which they 
could have been uſed upon the Occaſion libelled, it is but a 
common Piece of Juſtice, to allow him the Right of explaining 
himſelf, and declaring, in what Senſe he could only mean or 
intend to uſe theſe Words, if he did utter themz and ſurely 
he deſerves intire Credit, when he declares that Senſe to have 
been intended by him, which is the only one pertinent to the 
Occaſion of ſpeaking of them, and likewiſe conſiſtent with the 
Orthodox Doctrine, which it is proved he habitually taught. 
But 3dly, In caſe the Aſſembly ſhould be of Opinion, that the 
uttering of theſe Words is ſufficiently proved, and that they 
are not capable of bearing a ſound Senſe, when uttered upon 
the Occaſion libelled, we plead for the Profeſſor's Defence a- 
nother Piece of ſuſtice, which is due to Mankind, that they 
ſhould be conſtrued as an Inadvertency or Trip in Expreſſion, 
which is incident to all Men, eſpecially ro one in a broken 
State of Health, as the Profeſſor was in at that Time. 

Tis humbly thought, that tho? the former were inſufficient, 
this is a Defence that muſt free the Profeſſor from the Charge 
of Error againſt him; for it were very hard, if a Man upon 
three or four Words falling from him once in his whole Life, 
which are contrary to his Opinion, his Duty, his Intereſt, and 


the conſtant Strain of his habitual Doctrine, he * by 
un 


* 
* 
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found guilry, contrary to all. theſe, of impugning, diſowning; 
or dag neceſſary and fundamental Truth of the Goſpel. 

To all that has been urged for the Profeſſor's Innocence up- 
on this Article, this Conſideration is to be added, that he has 
all along ſince he came to be —— upon it, utterly diſ- 
owned the Error laid to his Charge, and has been far from 
ever aſſerting or maintaining, that Chriſ# was not Neceſſarily. ax 
iſtent; and if he has not in his former. Papers, to the Satisfaction 
of all the Members, fufficiently declared himſelf upon that 
Point, his Declarations now laſt given in to the Aſſembly, muff 
ſupply any Defe& or Obſcurity in his former Ways of exp 
himſelf upon that Subject: And if any Member do ſtill ima- 
gine, that he has left ro himſelf any Subterfuge, or Room for 
an Evaſion in his Declarations, he is ready to give Satisfaction, 
ſo far as he is able, to every one's Scruples and Difficulties. be- 
ing deſirous of nothing more, than to underſtand the Mind 
of his Judges, and that his Meaning and Semiiments ſhould be 
underſtood by them, which he is ſure has been hitherto great - 
ly miſtaken by many. 

The ample Declarations which he has now made, being no- 
wiſe contrary or 1 to what he has advanced in his 
former Papers, and what he _— taught, they are to be 
conſidered as a Point ef Evidence that looks backward, and 
ſerves to explain whatever may appear doubrful in his former 
Ways of 2 himielf, or whatever may appear to im- 
port a Denial of the Truths which he now owns and aſlerts. 

It is from this natural Right which every Man has of ex- 
plaining himſelf, that the Rules of the Romiſh Inquiſition, a 
Court which we don't ſuſpe& for erring on the Side of Lenity, 
in trying of Hereticks, allows Perſons againſt whom there are 
ewo concurring Witneſſes, to prove them guilty of Hereſy, the 
Benefit of what they call * Canonica purgatio, Which is done in 
this Manner: That the Patty accuſed ſwears upon the Goſpels, 
that the Hereſy in Queſtion he never held, believed nor taught, 
nor at the preſent Time holds or believes: And together with 
him, ſeven good Men of his own Rank and Condition, ſwear 
in like Manner, that they believe the Party accuſed to have 
ſworn truly, as we prove by the Teſtimony of Pope Clemens 
the fourth, and others. * 


— — — — — T— 
* Directorium Inquiſitorum Nicolai Eymerici ordinis Pradicatorumy 

enet. 1607. 

Ille Nicolaus Eymericus, natus Gerundæ in Catalonia, fuit Mona- 


ord, Pred. Floruit temporibus Urbani V. & Gregori XI. PP, & 
Petri IV. Arragonum Regis, Creatur generalis Inquiſitor circa annum 


jor 
Dom. 1156. & ſucceſſor Nie Nicolai Roſell: mortuus eſt 4. Jan. an. 
23 99, cum per quadraginta quatuor annos continuos officium ſandæ 
Uquiſitionis exercuiſſet, 
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Give us Leave to illuſtrate the ciency of this Defence a: 
gainſt Hereſy or Error in this Point, by an Example of a Crime 
A Law, of the greateſt Affinity to this eccleſiaſtical Crime of 
Hereſy or erroneous Doctrine. 

Let us ſuppoſe, that a Man of known Affection to our preſent 
happy Eſtabliſhment, and to the Proteſtant . Succeſſion in his Maje- 
ſty's Family, and who had remarkably ſignalized himſelf, by doing 

many Services to that Settlement and Family, throughout the 

Courſe of his Life, ſhould be accuſed upon ſuch an Act, as that 
of the 4th of Queen Arne, Chap. 8th, as being guilry of ma- 
liciouſly, adviſedly and directly affirming, that Pa late Majeſty 

King George I. was not rightfully or lawfully King of theſe Re- 

alms, in ſo far as he had in a Converſation and Diſpute * 
WY . : - 


* — 


Hocce direQorium pag. 614. Quæſt. 71. An teſtes plures duobus re- 
quirantur ad condemnandum quempiam de hæreſi? 

Reſp. 2do, De juris zquitate non videtur in hoc crimine duos ſufficere, 

pter criminis immanitatem; in criminibus enim probationes de- 

— eſſe luce clariores, c. de probat. I. ſciant: hæreſis autem inter ma- 
jora crimina enumeratur. 

3. Et ſi dicatur, quod in hoc crimine ſufficiunt leviores probationes, 
quia levi argumento quis detegitur; verùm eſt ad præ ſumendum, non 
autem ad condemnandum. 

4. Tenetur ipſe Inquiſitor per ſe, & ex officio, de teſtium inimicitia in- 
quirere, & etiam fi depoſuerunt confuse de cauſa ſcientiæ eorum, ite- 
xum interrogare: quod poteſt facere, Extr. de teſt, per tuas, & ff, de quæ · 
ſtionibus, Repet. 

4. Ubi ergo inveniuntur duo teſtes concordes & legitimi contra quem- 

„nec ex hoc vellem eum de tanto crimine condemnare, ſed purga- 
tionem, ſi eſſet diffamatus, indicere: vel propter vehementem ſuſpicio- 
nem dictorum, quæ oriturex dictis duorum teſtium, abjurare eum facere, 
vel quzſtionare, ſeu ſententiam differre. 

6. Concordat his Guido Fulcodius, poſtmodam Clemens Papa Iv. 
inq. 15 quæſtionum ad Inquiſitores, & de hoc Archidiaconus pleniùs in 
caput, ut officium, 5 verum. in prin, de hzret. lib. 6, ſuper ver, teſti- 
um & in c. in fidei in fi. gloſ. Illius c. Et Joan. And, ibidem & in 
c. excommunicamus itaque, extra, de hæreſ. 5g adjicimus, 

Idem p. 476. Purgatio canonica eſt, quod habeat bonos aliquos viros 
__ vel plures, qui ſint ſuz conditionis vel ordinis, ut fi diffamatus 

religioſus, & illi ſine religioſi, ſi clericus ſecularis, & illi clerici ſe- 
culares; fi miles & illi milites qui purgent eum à crimine de quo eſt 
diffamatus, qui compurgatores debent eſſe homines .fide Catholici, & 
vita probati, qui & illius coaverſationem, & vitam non tam moderno 
tempore cognoverint, quam antiquo, ut habetur extra, de purg, canon. 
c. inter ſollicitudines. 

+ Ibid, Forma purgationis canonicz I diffamato de hæreſi faciendæ: Ille 
qui diffamatus eſt, ponens manum ſuper librum evangeliorum ante eum 
poſirum dicet ſic: Ego juro ſuper quatuot iſta evangelia ſancta Dei, 

uod talem hæreſin ( exprimendo eam de qua eſt diffamatus ) nunquam te- 
2 nec credidi, nec docui, nec teneo net credo, Quo facto, omnes com- 
Nargatores ponent manum ſupra pradictum librum evangeliorum, & quilibet dir 
ber ita: Et ego juro ſuper iſta ſancta Dei evangelia, quod eredo ipſum 
verum juxaſſe; & tuns eanemice off purgatus. 
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that Subject, uttered theſe Words; that his ſaid Majeſty 
was not the right Heir of the Crown: Let us ſuppoſe alſo, 
that of 30 Witneſſes preſent at the Converſation, three only re- 
membred any Thing of theſe Words; that theſe three depoſe 
uncertainly concerning them; but withal declare, that the Oc- 
caſion of his uttering theſe Words, was in ſpeaking not of the 
King's Title to the 4 5 whether it was rightful and lawful, 
but of the Manner by which he derived it, wiz. not as the li- 
neal ot right Heir of the immediately predeceaſing Sovereign, 
but in Virtue of the legal Settlement of the Crown by the 
Acts of Parliament, made upon the Revolution and Abdication 
of King James, and the After · acts of Settlement of the Succe- 
fion: And if it ſhould be inſiſted in by the Accuſer of ſuch 
a Perſon, that here were Words depoſed as uttered by him, 
which in their plain and obvious Meaning did import the Crime 
eds monks it not be a good Defence for ſuch a Perſon to 

edge, 
— That his known Principles and Conduct made it bigh® 
ly improbable, that he ſhould have uttered any Words diſown- 
ing or impugning the late King's Title; fo that the ſlender E- 
vidence of 3, uncertain Witnelles among 3o, did not deſerve 
Credit, when ballanced with the Teſtimonies of the 27 pre- 
ſent, and alſo ſeemingly attentive to him, who did not hear the 
Words? — The Law does not allow us in this Caſe, to ſup» 
pole the Uncertainty ariſing from the Diſtance of Time be- 
twixt the Teſtimonics and the Crime; for the Law does with 
great Wiſdom and Juſtice refuſe to admit a Trial for Words, 
unleſs Information be. given upon Oath, in three Days after 
they are ſpoken, and the Proſecution of the Offence be with- 
in three Months after the Information, 

24ly, Might not he juſtly alledge for his Defence, That the 
Words ſaid to be uttered by him, viz. that the late King was 
not the right Keir of the Crown, do by no Means neceſsart- 


ly import a Denial of his rightful and lawful Tide to it; 


but that they very properly ſignify, that he was not the Heir 
by Blood to Quecn Anne, or not the direct lineal Heir; That 
the Occaſion when they are faid to be uttered by him, re- 
quired that they ſhould be underſtood in this latter Senſe, to 


make them conſiſtent with the other Parts of his Diſcourſe, or . 


inent to the Argument he was upon? 

Might he not further urge, That a few ambiguous Words 
falling from him at one Time in his Life, in the midſt of 
an Argument or Diſpute, who had fo often declared himſelt, 
and given Proofs of the greateſt Affection and Loyalty tothe 
preſent. Eſtabliſhment, could not juſtly be conſtrued à mali- 
cious and adviſed affirming, that his Majeſty was not right- 
ly and lawfully King; Thar the n uſed by a Man 
of his known Chalacter, wo to be underſtood in the * 

en 
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Senſe, and the moſt conſiſtent with his uſual Ways of ſpeaks 
ing that they could bear; That it was his Right in common 
with the reſt of Mankind, to explain his own Meaning and 
Intention, when he ſeeks not to do Violence to the neceſſary 
Import of Words, and that his Explication ot thele Words (if 
they were uttered by him) in the moſt loyal Senſe, deſerved 
Credit, by tcaſon of the Conſiſtency of that Senſe only with 
the Occaſion when they were ſpoken, as well as with his 
known Principles and Ways of ſpeaking ? 

When ſich a Defence as this was made, what Judge or what 
Jury could have found the Party accuſed, in the Circumſtances 
above deſcribed, guilry of maliciouſſy, directly and adviſedly 
denying the late King's lawful and riglitful Title to the Crown? 

The Parallel betwixt the Caſe now put, and that of the Pro- 
feſſor, is obvious at firſt Sight; he has the ſame Preſumptions 
bf lnnocency in his Caſe, atiſing from his profeſſing and habi- 
al teaching of Orthodoxy; there is a greater Weakneſs of the 


the alledged ſpeaking of the Words, and the ay of che 
Witneſſes concerning them: And he has the ſame Defence a- 
filing from the Occaſion when they were ſaid to have beeri 
uttered, determining the Meaning to the beſt Senfe, and the 


ſame Improbability that he ſhould at one Time in his Life, de- 


liberarely deny the Truth he always profeſt, and habitually af- 
ſerted. | | | 
Wherefore we are humbly confident, that the venerable Af- 
ſembly will give the like judgment in this Caſe, as we believe 
a candid, upright and intelligent Jury would do in the other 
Calc; and find, that le of the Words depoſed by 
the three Witnelles, yet when that Evidence of Guilt is weigh- 
ed, and ballaticed with what is now offered for his Innocency, 
that the Profeſſor is upon the whole nor guilty, of deliberately 
or adviſedly impugning, diſowning or r* Neceſſary- 
exiſtence of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, which is principal Er- 
ror with which he is charged in the Libel. | 
There is yet another Crune charged againſt the Profeſſor in 
the Libel, as diftin& from chat of erroneous Doctrine, and 
much lower in the Degree of its Malignity, viz. At leaſt you 
are guilty of undermining the Truth, and teaching, venting or 
maintaining Things inconſiſtent therewith, or tending to over- 
zurn or ſhake the Belief thereof, or to inject needleſs or ill- 
grounded Scruples into the Minds of Men, and to render them 
dark and uncertain, as to what they ought to believe concern · 
ing the ſame. | | 
What to offer for the Profeſſor by way of Defence againſt 
ths Charge, we do not very well know, being at a Loſs con- 
cerning the preciſe Nature and Quality of the Critnes charged 
#& this Article; If a Man ſhall wack and vent Things _—_ 


Evidence, on Account of the Diſtance of 13 Months, betwixt 
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ly ĩneonſiſtent with the Truth, he , guilty of the firſt 2 
of impugning or denying the ſame: And if he ſhall deny and 
impugn the whole, or all the principal and chief Arguments or 
Proots, by which the Friends of the Truth aſſert and ſuppoxg 
the lame, he may be ſaid to undermine, and indeed to impugn 


the Truth or deny it, tho? he does not directly and in Terms 


deny it, yet leaves it not ſufficient Foundation to ſtand upon: 
But we conceive, that neither of theſe can be meant in the Li. 
bel, as the diſtin Crime charged againſt the Profelfor, not on- 
ly becauſe they coincide with the former and greateſt Crime li- 
þclled ; but there is nothing of this Sort charged in the Libel, 
or proved in the Evidence againſt the Profeſſor, other than 
what is already anſwered, and particularly as to the Truth wg 
are upon at preſent, the Neceſſary-exiſtence of Chriſt. So far 
has the Profeſſor been from undermining, that his whole Do- 
ctrine concerning him ſerves to eſtabliſh it: For it is proved 
by concurring Witneſſes, that he taught the Son is not of a muy 
table Nature, not created or made; That he was Deus natura 
idem ens cum patre; That he is true God, and of infinite Perfe · 
ctions. If theſe Doctrines be to undermine this Truth, by what 
Arguments is it to beg eſtabliſhed? And it is hoped, no Friend 
to the Truth will think, that this other Point which he conſtant; 
ly taught, viz. That Chriſt was the Son of God eternally bes 
gotten, without Beginning of Time, does any more tend to un- 
dermine the Neceſſary exiſtence of his Perſon, than the athep 
Points of the Profcflor's Doctrine concerning him: Or that the 
aſſerting, the eternal Generation of the Son derogates in the leaſt 
from his Neceſſary exiſtence, or any of the other ſupreme Pery 
fections of his Divinity. 
And as to the other Branches of this Article of the 0 
viz. The teaching or venting Things ſubverſive of the Truth, on 
tending to ſhake or overturn the Belief of it, or to inject Doubjs 
or Scruples concerning it; we admit, That whoever does ex pra- 
poſito, deſignedly or maliciouſly vent or maintain ſuch Things 
1s withour Controverſy very faulty, and that he can beno Friend 
to the Truth who does ſo; neither ſhall we now diſpute, how 
far it is poſſible to find overt Acts of this Sort, ſufficient to 
infer ſuch malicious Deſign and Intention againſt a Perſon, not 
otherwiſe appearing to be directly erroneous in his own Opi- 
ons. | 
We ſhall only obſerve, that there is no Evidence of ſuch a 
Deſign or Intention againſt the Profeſſor ; for a Teacher of a 
Divinity-ſchool muſt of Neceſſity in the Exerciſe of his Office, 
and the Performance of his Duty, mention Objeitions of Ad, 
verſaries, which may happen to ſhake the Belief of his Hear, 
ers, or to inje&ill-grounded Doubts or Scruples in their Minds; 
but there s no Evidence, that the Profeſſot has maintained any 
| O 3 hing 
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Thing of that Sort, or taught and 4 * it as his own Opinion, 


whichmuſt be ſuppoſed in the Charge.  . - 
And the Evidence which make againſt him, as to the Neceſ- 


| fary-exiſtence, has already been taken Notice of and anſwered, 


upon the direct Charge of the Error; and our Defence againſt 
that, we muſt here again refer to: For the ſame Obſervations 
chat prove the Profeſſor not guilty of denying the Neceſſary. ex- 
iſtence of Chriſt, ſerves likewile to prove, that he is not guilty 
of any Deſign or Intention, to overturn or {hake the Belief of 
that Truth, or to inject Doubts or Scruples concerning it; and 
the whole Malignity of this ſecond Charge conſiſts in the In- 
tention and Def n. 

Now the Innocence of the Profeſſor's Intention, in any thing 
that may be —_ to make out this Charge, appears ſuffi- 
ciently from the Conſideration of the habitual Tenor and Or- 
thodoxy of his Doctrine, and particularly his teaching the great 
Proofs and Foundations of this very Truth, the Neceſſiry exi- 
fence of Chriſt, which he is accuſed of ſhaking and darkening. 
24ly, That none of his own Expreſſions in his Papers, have in 
is alledged; nor does the ſame neceſſarily follow, from what is 
— by the Witneſſes againſt him, either from the Import 
of the Expreſſions which they ſwear to, or the Number of In- 
ſtances, when any Thing of that Sort is ſaid to have been ut- 
tered by him. 

We have a real Example of a noted Caſe in our own Coun- 
try, for illuſtrating the Proteſſor's Defence againſt this ſecond 
Branch of the Charge againſt him, and like wiſe the former of 
the direct Charge of Error, and that is the Trial of the Earl of 
Argyle in the Ycar 1681, 33d Char. II. he was accuſed of 
Treaſon, for offering a written Explanation of the Teſt in theſe 
Words, I have confidered the 10, and am very deſirous to 
give Obedience as far as 1 can; I am confident the Parliament 
never intended to impoſe contradiffory Oaths, therefore I think no 
Man can explain it but for himſelf; accordingly I take it, in as 
far as it is conſiſtent with it ſelf and the Proteſtant Religion; 
and 1 do declare, that I mean not to bind up my ſelf in my Sta- 
tion, and in a lawful Way, to wiſh and endeavour any Altera- 
"tion I think to the Advantage of Church and State, not 
repugnant to the Proteſtant Religion and my Loyalty; and 
this I underſtand as a Part of my Oath. © K N 

Upon this Writing the Earl was indicted for High Treaſon, 
in fo far as he had drawn up and vented this Libel, whereby 
ill Imprefſions were given of the Teſt; and he inſinuated, that 
he was not able to give full Obdience, — thereby to abuſe 
the People with a Belief,' that the Parliament had impoſed con- 
tradiftory Oaths; — Thar he maliciouſſy intimated to the Peb- 
ple, that the Oath was inconſiſtent with it ſelf and the Prote- 


their proper Import and —— any Tendency, ſuch as 
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kant Religion, which implied, that the King and Parlament 


had done Things inconſiſtent therewith; and that he not on- 
4 himſelf, but by his Example invited others to think 
emſelves looſed from the Obligation of that Oath. 
; Theſe”are the principal Heads, and governing Words of his 
Indictment; and it is eaſy to fee, What Affinity it has with this 
ſecond Part of the Charge againſt che Profelſor, which we are 
now upon; giving ill Impreſſions, inſinuating, abuſing the Peo- 
ple, - malicioufly intimating to them, are Words of like Signifi- 
cancy, with venting Things that rend to ſhake or overturn 
their Belief, to inject Doubts and Scruples, and render them 
dark and uncertain. 

The noble Lord's Defences do in like Manner reſemble 
theſe of the Profeflor. He pleads, Thar it is the undeniable 
Privilege of the meaneſt Subject, ro explain his own Words 
in the moſt benign Senſez That it is ſtrange to alledge, as 
well as he hoped impoſlible to make any. believe, that . in 
tended any Thing but what was honeſt and honourable, ſuit- 
able to the Principles of his Religion and Loyalty, tho' he 
did not explain himſelf at all: He recounts the many Inſtances 
of his Fidelity and Services to the King, and pleads, that if 
after all, upon no other Ground, but Words that were ſpoken in 
abſolute Innocence, and without the leaſt Deſign, except for 
clearing his own Conſcience, and that were not capable of 
the ill Senſe wreſted from them by the Libel, he ſhould be 
overtaken, no body could be ſecure, eſpecially conſidering, 
that many Orthodox Clergy had ſtarted Things to the ſame 
Purpoſe; and particularly, that an eminent Bilhop had writ 
and publiſhed a Treatiſe approved by the Government, contain- 


ing all the Expreſſions he was charged for, and many more, 


that might be ſtretched to a worſe Senſe. 5 
' He further urges, That he ſhewed his Zeal to all the Ends 
of the Teſt, how then could ir be imagined, that he had az 
ny finiſtrous Deſign in any Thing that he had faid!? If he 
had done any Thing contrary to it in all the Courſe of his 
Life, which he hopes ſhould not be found, yet one Act might 
ge to be excuſed by a Habit, but nothing was queſtioned 
t the Senſe of Words, miſconſtrued to the greateſt Height, 
and ſtretched ro imaginary Inſinuations, quite contrary to his 


Scope and Deſign, and oppoſite not only to his Senſe, but to 


his Principles, his Intereſt and his Duty; and withal declares 
his ſteady Adherence to his Religion and Loyalty, the Ends for 


ſecuring of which the Teſt was intended! ' 


This is the noble Lord's on Speech, and every Article a- 
grees to the Profeſsor's, and the like has been pled by him, and 


to the (ame purpoſe with his own Speech. Earl's learned 
Council, Sir George Lockhart and Sir Sohm Dalfymple, afterwards 


Lord Stair, both of them very great Men in their Profeſſion, 
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prgue, That there was nothing in his Words, which in his true 
Senſe and Deſign, and without detorting and Violence, was not 
capable of a benign Interpretation and Conſtruction, eipecially 
Reſpe being had to the Circumſtances wherein they were e- 
mitted ; and that is a juſt and rational Preſumption which all 
Law makes and infers, that the Words and Expreſſions of Per-+ 
ſons, who by the Tenor and Courſe of their Lives have expreſ- 
ſed their Duty and Loyalty, are rather to be interpreted and 
underſtood in meliorem partem; and by way of Implication and 
Inference, to conclude and infer Crimes from the ſame, which 
the Uſer of ſuch Words never meant or deſigned, is both un- 
reaſonable and unjuit. 

Our Argument from this Trial is indeed taken 
from the Defences of the Party accuſed, and not from 
the Verdict of the Jury and Sentence of the Court; 
for both theſe were againſt him : He was found guil- 
ty of Ticaſon, and condemned to ſuffer as a Traitor. 

"AR 13th But that particular Judgment is ſpecially and moſt 

. juſtly branded with Infamy, as a Scandal and Re- 
proach of the Juſtice of the Nation, in the Declarg- 
tion of the Eſtates of che Kingdom of Scotland, con- 
taining the Claim of Right, and the Offer of the 
Crown to their Majeſties King William and Queen 
Mary. 5 

We do therefore confidently hope, that no Judgment in the 
leaſt reien bling that will be pronounced by the venerable Aſ- 
ſemb'y, who we are ſure are far from approving or deſiring to 
im:tatc fuch a Precedent: And therefore — the Aſsembly will 
not fi id the Profeſsor guilty of maliciouſly and adviſedly teach- 
ing and venting, or maintaining Things inconſiſtent with the 
fundamental Truths of the Goſpel; and particularly that of Ne- 
ceisar · ex ſtence of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, or of any Intention 
to over turn or ſhake the Belief thereof, or to inject Doubts or 
Scruvles concerning the ſame. 

There is yer a Third Branch of the Charge, which is a Spe- 
cies of a Crime the loweſt of all the Three, viz. Thar at leaf 
you have in teaching, or ſpeaking, or writing, uſed ſuch Expreſ- 
ſions about the Truth aforeſaid, as do bear and are uſed by Ad- 
verſaries in an unſound Senſe, or have vented ſuch Opinions con- 


cer ing the {aid Truths as are not neceſsary to be taught in Di- 


winity, and which give more occaſion to Strife than to promote 
Edijicition, 

This is charged as a Tranſgreſſion of the Prohibition con- 
tained in the gth Act of the · Aſſembly 1717, which runs in 
theie Terms as recited in the Libel. But to this Charge it is 


unneceſlary that we ſhould now make any Defence, becauſe it 


is not in ſiſted on in this Trial. But there is a new and ſeparate 


Libel given to the Profeſſor, for Dilobedicencg to that N. 
ar 


been examined on this Subje 
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lar Act of Aſſembly: In his Defence 5 which he is r&dy 
to inſiſt, when ever he ſhall be called to do it. 1 

The Queſtions then at preſent are only two, Whether he is 
guilty of any of the former Crimes libelled, viz. directiy im- 
pugning or diſowning any of the fundamental Truths of the 
Goſpel? Or ſaying Things that have a Tendency to overturn or 
ſhake the Belicf thereof? . | 

But as theſe Two are Crimes of a very different Nature and 
Degree, it is the Profeflor's Intereſt and his Right ro crave that 
they may be diſtinctly and ſeparately conſidered ws the Aſſem- 
bly, to the end that if any Cenſure ſhall be inflicted in the Iſſue 
of this Trial, he himſelf and the World may know for whas 
ſorr of Crime it is impoſed, ; 

The Charge of erroneous Doctrine contained in the whole 
Articles of the Libel, upon which the Aſſembly have thought 
fir to proceed, ſeems to conſiſt of theſe two Points; 1ff, His 
denying the true and v — * the Godhead in Three 
Perions. And 2dly, This other which we have been now up- 
on, his denying the proper Neceffary-exiſtence of the Second 
Perſon of the bleſſed Trinity. | | 

As to the Firſt of theſe Points, we have already been heard 
upon his Defence, in the Entry of which we took Notice of 
two diſtinct Crimes or Faults that might be comprehended in 
the Interlocutor, ſuſtaining it relevant in general to infer Cen- 
fure, that he taught as his own Opinion, That the Three Per- 
ſons of the Trinity are not to be ſaid to be numerically One in 
Subſtance or Eſſence, viz, ff, Either as that Poſition might 
be thought to import a Denial of the Truth itſelf of the Unity. 
Ot 2dly, That the rejecting the Uſe of the Term Numerical 
was an unſafe and an improper way of ſpeaking, which might 
tend to overturn and ſhake the Belief of the Hearers, or to ren- 


der them dark and uncertain as to what they ought to believe 
concerning the Unity. 


We endeavoured in the Firſt place to prove to the Aſſembly, 
that he was innocent of the former of theſe Crimes, the Error; 
Which indeed it was eaſy to do, fince the Libel itſelf ſets forth, 
That together with the Term Numerical, be rejected that of 
Specifical, to expreſs the Unity of Subſtance in the Godhead; 
but added, that they were ſo the ſame as to be One Gop in 
Three Perſons: And 32 every ſingle Witneſs who has 

„proves amply what the Libel 
ſets forth for his Defence, and ſhew that he made it manifeſt 


in what Senſe, and for what Reaſon he rejected the Term Na- 
| enerical, viz; to exclude Sabelliani/m, or Unity of Perſon 3 


even as on the other hand he rejected that of Specifical.. to 


exclude Tritheiſm, or Trinity of Gods; and always added 4 


lain and direct Aſſertion of the orthodox Doctrine, which 
es between theſe two Extremes, as his own Opinion. 5 
We 
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We likewiſe endeavoured from . excuſe him from be: 
ing guilty of the ſecond Crime contained in the Interlocutor, 
and charged in the Libel, viz. the Abuſe or unſafe Ute of 
Words; but it ſecms we have not been ſo lucky as to ſatisfy the 
Aflembly concerning that, for their Interlocutor upon aur De- | 
fence was, That the ſame was ſufficient to alleviate this Article 
of the Charge, but not wholly to exculpate. 
] 


So far however the Afcembly has gone on this Interlocutor, 
as to find the Profeſsor not guilty of the Error of impugning, 
| denying or diſowning the Unity of the Godhead; which is in- 8 
deed a fundamental Truth, not of the Goſpel only, but of na- 0 
tural Religion: For if we had not been able to clear his Inno- a 
cence as to that Point, we would have ſaid nothing to alleviate \ 
| the Crime charged in that Article, or to prove our firſt De- I 
| Fence, that he was not guilty of the Error, which was the el 
| caceſt Crime therein contained; and indeed if the Aſsembly t 
| — had not found him innocent of Error as to the Unity, upon the g 
Evidence which was laid before them of his ways of — 18 


| concerning it, they muſt have together with him, condemn Ut 

| many learned and zealous Friends to the Truth, ſt 

| " Vindi:ation and particularly Dr. Waterland, who ſpeaks in the ca 
| of Quwerits, fame manner concerning it, as the Profeſsor did, 

7. even according to the Libel, viz. rejecting both Ju 

EF the Terms of Numerical and Specifical; but adding, fi 

they are ſo the ſame as to be One God in Three ce 

: Perſons. | W. 

Nothing therefore remains as to the firſt Charge of Error, ty 


but to determine the firſt Point, whereupon we have now cra- * 
ved the judgment of the Aſſembly, vix. Whether the Profeſ- 
ſor is guilty of adviſedly impugning, denying or diſowning the 


Neceflary-exiſtence of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt? And upon this we lib. 
muſt humbly inſiſt for a particular and expreſs Deciſion, be- Ne 
cauſe whatever be the Conſequence of his Trial upon the ſe- gui 
cond Branch of the Charge, it greatly concerns the Profeſsor's 


Intereſt, Reputation and Quiet, that he ſhould be cleared from ing 
che Firſt, that no Body may fancy he has been condemned as 
an Heretick or erroneous Perſon; and he has one way to a- 
void this with Juſtice and Truth, though the Opinion of the 
Aſſembly upon the Evidence of what he has taught ſhould be 
againſt him. viz. by abjuring and renouncing the Error which 
ey ſhould find him guilty of — taught, as he might do 
wich a very good Grace, conſidering how ſlender the Evidence 
is againſt him, and that he has all along diſowned the Errors 
laid to his Charge: But he can have no Acceſs properly to re- 
cant or abjure any erroneous. Tenet, till it be found by a pro- 
per Judgment that it was ever held by him; for that we can- 
not ſuppoſe was found by the Interlocutor of the laſt Aſſembly, 
by which his uttering Words that at firſt Sight ſeem d to import 

= d 


rin 
u Denial of the Neceſſary-exiſtence, was found proven by the 
Teſtimony of the three Witnefses above mentioned, becauſe 
that was but a partial and not a total Deciſion of the Cale ; it 
related to what made againſt him, and the Conſideration of the 
Proof of his Defence or Exculpation was reſerved. The whole 
is now before this Aſsembly, and we crave that they ſhould 
pronounce him guilty or not of this Error upon the whole. 
We are glad to hear it ſaid by ſome learned Membets, who 
have appeared not the leaſt ſenſible of the Profeſsor's Guilt in 
general, that they are not at Liberty to pronounce him inno- 
cent upon the Point of this Error; for we are ſure that in ſuch 
a Caſe they will far leſs (being in dubio) pronounce him guilty. 
Wherefore we ſtill humbly plead for an expreſs Deciſion of the 
Point, and that it may not be reſerved to be conſidered when 
the Degree of the Cenſure is under Delibetation ; for we conceive 
that the natural and regular way is to define the Nature or De- 
ree of the Crime of which a Party is guilty, and the Cenſure 
is to be regulated according to that, and not to leave the Crime 
uncertain, till it be conſidered as an incident or acceſsory Que- 
ſtion to the Degree of Puniſhment, and be expreſt only by Oc- 


caſion of that. 
The Profeſsor has a plain Intereſt to know the Aſfsembly's 


Judgment on the Nature of his Crime, before they come to in- 
flict any Cenſure; for this Reaſon alſo, that we may have Ac- 
ceſs to be heard in Point of Law as to the — of Cenſure 
which may be inflicted for ſuch Crime as he ſhall be found guil · 
of. 
7 Wherefore we conclude with humbly inſiſting for the expreſs 
and diſtin judgment of the Aſsembly on theſe two Points: 
1ſt, If, upon the whole Evidence, the Profeſsor is guilty of de- 
liberately or adviſedly impugning, diſowning or denying the 
Neceſsary-exiſtence of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, or if he is not ſo 
uilty? 
q 2do, Whether he is guilty of maliciouſly or adviſedly teach - 
ing, or venting, or maintaining Things inconſiſtent with 
Chriſt's Neceſsary-exiſtence, or tending to overturn or ſhake 


the Belicf thereof, or inject Douhts or Scruples concerning the 
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Additional or Second PLEA DING upon the 
Profeſſor's Grounds of Exculpation or 
Alleyiation. 


N Support of what was adyanced in the fotmer Pleading, 

the following Obſervations were made: 

Imo, That the Weakneſs of the Proof of the Profeſvor's ha- 
ving denied the Neceſsary-cxiſtence of Chriſt, was juſtly pled 
— this venerable Aſsembly, upon ſeveral Accounts; Firſt, 
Becauſe that tho* the laſt Aſſembly had found that Article 
proven, yet this Aſſembly, who are to judge upon the whole, 
and apply the Cenſure as they ſee Cauſe, if upon looking in- 
to the Proof, they ſhall not ſee Evidence ſufficient in their 

udgment to convict the Profeſsor; they ought to alsoilzie 

im, becauſe they are to judge according to their own Con- 
viction and Conſcience, and can never be obliged to act againſt 
that, upon account of what a former Aſscmbly did. 2do, 
Suppoſing this Aſsembly ſhould think themſelves bound up 
from formally recognoſcing the Proof of this Article, yet the 
Lameneſs of the Proof is pleadable by itſelf for alleviaring the 
Cenſure, conſonant to the Practice of other Courts; for Ex- 
ample, in the Juſticiary, where the Lords are Judges of the 
Law, and the Jury of the Proof, when the Judges do ſuſtain a 
Libel relevant to infer an arbitrary Puniſhment; though wes 
ry ſhould find the Libel proven, yet if the Judges obſerve that 


the Proof was lame or ſcrimp, they are upon that very Ac- thi 
count in uſe to moderate or alleviate the Puniſhment of a Yo! 
Crime, which, if the Proof had been clear and full, would " 0 
have been very ſeverely puniſhed: And for the very ſame Rea- ba 
ſon in the preſent Caſe, fince the Proof is very lame, and con- for 
ſequently the Guilt very doubtful, the Cenſure ought to be ve- an 
ry ſmall, even ſuppoſing the Profeſsor had nothing elſe to hea 

lead in his Defence, ſave the weakneſs of the Proof. 3tio wh 

he Proof being very deficient or weak, *tis the eaſier elided ſhi 


by the contrary Proof of the Profeſsor's conftant and uniform 
Orthodoxy, in relation to the Doctrine of the Trinity: Which 
leads to the Conſideration of the Profefsor's Exculpation, up- 
on Which it is to be obſerved, 
2do, That the Profelsor did propone before the Presbytery | 
of 37770 a general Exculpation, which was ſufficient totally 
10 elide the Libel, viz, © Thar any Expreſſions that are con. 
o ah b ce tained 


wo - 
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de tained in the Libel that were — uttered by him} 
& which, ſeparately taken, might appear unſafe or impertinent, 
©« whe the whole Strain of his Diſcourſe at the Time is con- 
te fidered, will appear ſafe, blameleſs, and agreeable to the 
e holy Scriptures,” Upon which he craved a conjunct Proof, 
Which ought the more readily to have been granted, in regard 
the Libel was founded upon the Emiſſion of Words alledged 
to have been uttered at a great diſtance of Time, without con- 
deſcending upon the Occaſion, Subject and full Connection of 
the Diſcourſe, ſo that particular Words might eaſily have been 
miſtaken, and the Connection of them have eſcaped the Mema- 
ry of the Witneſses. But the 9 of Glaſgow thought 
fir to reje& this moſt relevant or ſufficient Exculpation, and al. 
lowed him to adduce no Witneſes, which was a piece of greag 
Injuſtice done to the Profeſsor, and was not made up to him 
by their afterwards permitting him to put Queſtions to the 
Witneſses whom they made uſe of for proving the Libel a- 
ro him; for though a Defendant ſhall not be able to prove 
is Exculpation by the Purſuer's Witneſzes, it cannot be infer - 
red by any judge, that therefore he could not have proven it, 
had he been permitted to bring Witneſses of his own, ſuch az 

He knew or believed were beſt — with the Matter. | 
It is impoſſible that the Profelsor can be condemned for Er- 
ror, though every Article of the Libel were proven, hen ſuch 
a Defence as this was repelled, and no Proof allowed of it; 
for if the Profeſsor had been allowed to — * Witneſses, he 
might have proven, in the Connection of his Diſcourſe, and 
hat preceeded, that the Words deponed, Chriſtus eft eternus, 
fed non neceſſario exiſtit, were not uttered as his own Sentiment, 
but that of ſome Authors he was quoting, whoſe Opinions he 

was giving an Account of to his Students. | 
According to the way that the Profeſsor has been treated in 
this Matter, any Man may be made guilty of the moſt dange- 
rous Errors; for Example, ſuppoſe one preaching againſt = 
Atheiſts, ſhould have occaſion ro mention that Text, The Foot 
has ſaid in his Heart there is no GOD, and ſhould be libelled 
for having upon ſuch an Occaſion ſaid, that there was no GOD, 
and two Witneſſes ſhould be found that remembred that they 
heard him utter that Expreſſion, but gave no Account of 
what preceeded; Would it not be a moſt unaccountable Hard+ 
ſhip to refuſe to allow him to adduce Witneſſes to give Account 
of the Strain and Connection of his Diſcourſe, and what pre- 
ceeded thar Expreſſion, in order to reſtrain and qualify it, and 
thew that the Preacher taught no Error on that Occafion? 
And if that was refuſed by any Court, could another Court, 
who had occaſion to judge of ſuch a Proof, conclude the 
Preacher guilty of Atheiſm, when he was deprived of an Op- 
portunity of adducing — in his own Defence and Vindi · 


2 cation, 
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tion, who might have cleared the Matter, by giving a fulles 
Account of what he taught? 8 
3tio, It is owing to the good Conduct of Providence, that 
from the croſs Queries that the Profeſſor was allowed to put to 
the Presbytery's Witneſſes, he has been able to adduce the moſt 
full and convincing Proof of the certain Orthodoxy of the 
whole Tenor and conſtant Courſe of his Doctrine concerning the 
Perſons of the Holy Trinity, ſuch as is altogether inconſiſtent 
with the Denial of the Neceſſary-exiſtence of Chriſt z which is 
therefore ſufficient to elide the lame Proof that is brought a- 
gainſt him, and does ſhew that he is nowiſe erroneous on this 
Head: For 1, He taught the Doctrine of our Confeſſion, 
© That in the Unity of the Godhead there be Three Perſons 
be of one Subſtance, Power and Eternity, Gop the Father, 
*© GoD the Son, and Gop the Holy Ghoſt. 
. That the Son of Go p, the Second Perſon in the Trinity, 
& is very and eternal Gon, of one Subſtance, and equal with 
e the Father. 

Theſe Poſitions do neceſſarily infer, that Chriſt is Neceſſarily- 
exiſtent, otherwiſe he could not be very and eternal Gon of 
one Subſtance and equal with the Father; upon which Account 
the Aſſembly found this Article relevant, as contrary to our 
Confeſſion of Faith: And therefore it being clearly proven that 
the Profeflyr taught the ſaid Doctrine of our Confeſſion, it can- 
not be believed, upon ſo ſlender an Evidence as is brought a- 
gainſt him, that he denied the Neceflary-exiſtence of Chriſt. 
2do, It is likewiſe proven by all the Witneſſes, that the Profeſ- 
ſor taught, That all the Eſſential Perfettions of the Father 4- 
greed to the Son; and that whatever could be affirmed of the 


Father, ought to be affirmed of the Son, except his perſonal Pro- 


perty. Now it is evident that this Doctrine is inconſiſtent with 
the Denial of the Neceſſary-exiſtence of Chriſt, for Neceſſary- 
exiſtence is the firſt and moſt eſſential Perfection of Go p; and 
therefore if Chriſt have all the eſſential Perfections of the Fa- 
ther, he muſt alſo have Neceſſary- exiſtence. Nor can it be 
thought, that by excepting the perſonal Property, the Profeſ- 
ſor intended to except Neceſſary· exiſtence, by making it the per- 
ſonal Property of the Father; for it is clearly proven, that the 


Profeſsor taught in his'Converſation with Mr. Brown a Student, 


that Independence and Neceflary-exiſtence were impertinent, 
and not ft to be uſed to expreſs the perſonal Property of the 
Father or Son by, which is a condemning the making Neceſſa- 
ry exiſtence the perſonal Property of the Father; and the Pro- 
feſlor has again and again owned, that Neceſſary. exiſtence is 
one of the eſſential Perfections of the Divine Nature that are 
equally common to all the Three Perſons of the Godhead. 
3tio, The Profeſſor has not reſted here, but it is proven that he 


vas refuted all the Branches of the Arian Hereſy, particularly the 


„n 3) 

Doctrine, That there was a Time when the Son was not,” and 
that he is of a mutable Nature; That he refuted Doctor Clark's 
Notion of a GOD, placing it in ſpiritual Domination; That: 
he taught that the Son was not created or made, that he is in- 
finitely above all Creatures; That Chriſt is Creator, and to 
create requires infinite Perfections; That he created the World 
* his proper Perfections, and not as an Inſtrument; That 

riſt is true God, and of infinite Perfections; That he is Deus 
natura; | hat he is idem ens cum patre; That he was God not 
in an improper Senſe; That he was more] properly God, than 
the Son of Man can be a Man, becauſe endued with the ſame 
Divine Perfections, wherewith God the Father is. He proved 
Chriſt to be the true God, from the Import of the original 


Words in 1/aiah, ix Chap. and 6th Ver. A] YN, where he 
obſerved thar Word YN, with the adjoined Epithet NAI could 


be applied to no Being but the true GOD, 

It is not caſy to imagine, what ſtronger Proof any Perſon 
could bring, of his being ſound and orthodox upon the Point 
of the Divinity of our Saviour, than what the Profeſſor has 
adduced. It has been ſaid, That the Profeſſor of late changed 
his Way of teaching, and therefore his formerly having taugkt 
the Orthodox Doctrine, does not exculpate. But tis to be no- 
ticed, that his teaching the above mentioned Orthodox Do- 
ctrine is proven by his lateſt, as well as his older Scholars, and 
by theſe who were contemporary with thoſe who have de- 
poned what ſeems to make againſt the Profeſſor, and even by 
theſe very Students themſelves : And the greater Regard is to 
be had to this Proof, that it is not founded upon the Teſti- 
mony of two or three Witneiles of the Profellor's chooſing, 
but ariſes from the concurring Teſtimonies of the whole Wit- 
neſces that were adduced againſt him; neither is it what he taught 
only once, but it was the conſtant and uniform Tenor of his 
Doctrine, which he had inculcated and repeated again and 
again upon all Occaſions. And if this be not ſufficient to vin- 
dicare him from the Imputation of Error, upon the Point of 
the Divinity of our Saviour, and ro over-ballance the lame 
Proof, of his having only once uttered Words, that imply a 
Denial of Chriſt's Neceſſary-exiſtence, and to make it preſume- 
able, that the Expreſſion deponed upon, has either been a Trip 
in ſpeaking, or a Miſtake in the Witneſses their Hearing. No 
Perſon who has Occaſion to preach or ſpeak in publick, can be 
ſecure from the Imputation of Error, unleſs he can be infal- 
libly ſure, that it is impoſſible for him to make a Trip in 
ſpeaking, or for any of his Auditors to miſtake in _— 

Tis 33 , all the reverend Members in this venerable Aſ- 
ſembly will judge on this Occaſion, as they would wiſh to be 
judged themſelves, if they were in the ſame Circumſtances; = 
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let them reflect ſeriouſly, that in caſe two Witnefses ſhould de: 
one againſt any of them, that they uttered an Expreſſion on- 
y once, which when taken by it ſelf ſeemed erroneous, if they 
would not think it a great Hardſhip, chat they ſhould be con- 
demned as heretical for that fingle Expreſſion, without having 
any Regard to the conſtant Tenor and Courſe of their Do- 
crine, which ſhould be proven to be Orthodox by all their 
Hearers. 
In the next Place it would be obferved to, That ſuppoſing 
it were certain, that the Profeſsor had uttered theſe Words, 
' Chriſtus eft æternus, ſed non eſt neceſſarius, they are not only ca- 
pable of a ſound Senſe, but the Occaſion on which they were 
uttered, makes it natural to underſtand, that the Profeſsor's Mean- 
ing was, that he was not unoriginate; it came in, when the 
Profeſsor was refuting Profeſsor Mark's Argument againſt the 
Eternity of the World; which Argument is ſhortly this, Si mun- 
| dus eſſet æternus, tum eſſet neceſſarius; nam ens aternum eſt ens 
| | ; 
neceſſarium. Now if the Profeſsor denied this Conſequence, 
| and ſaid, that a Being might be eternal, and yet originate, or 
non neceſſarius, and for an Inſtance ſaid, Chriſtus eſt eternus, 
ſed non eſt ens neceſſarium, tis plain by the Courſe of the Rea- 
ſoning, he muſt mean by non neceſſarium, that he was not un- 
originate or unbegotten, becauſe he derives his Being from the 
Father in his eternal Generation: And it would make Non- 
ſenſe to ſuppoſe, that the Profeſſor meant to deny Chriſt's eſ- 
ſential 38 for that could nowiſe agree to the 
Argument he was m_ But ſuppoſing the Meaning were 
doubtful, it is juſt and reaſonable to underſtand theſe Words in 
the beſt Senſe that they are capable of, becauſe 1920, This is the 
moſt charitable Way of underſtanding them. 240, The Pre- 
ſumption is always for Innocency. 30, This Senſe agrees beſt 
with the Argument the Profeſſor was upon. 4t9, No Perſon 
is to be condemned for Error, unleſs upon ſuch a Proof as ex- 
cludes all Poſſibility of Orthodoxy, which can never obtain, 
where the Words can admit of a ſound Senſe. 5to, The clear 
Proof of the Profeſſor's conſtantly teaching theſe Truths, that are 
inconſiſtent with the unſound Senſe of theſe Words, do ſtrong- 
ly plead, that they are to be underſtood in a found Senſe, and 
in a Conſiſtency with the Tenor of his ordinary Doctrine, 
U which leads to a 
. _ Fifth Obſervation, That it is ſo eaſy for Witneſſes to miſtake 
F a Sentence, or at leaſt the Meaning of it, that no Church in 
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1 the World did ever condemn, any Perſon as guiley of Error, 
fingly upon the Depoſitions of Witneſſes, but there was always 

joined to that, either a Proof from the Writings, or at leaſt a 

judicial Confeſſion of the Party accuſed: Thus Neſtorius anno 

vas condemned from his Writings, of which we have a 


1 431 
42 | Gul Account in Monſicur Flexri”'s Hiſtory, Tom 6th, from p. 
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97 to the 83. Paulus Samoſatenus was convict from what he 
advanced in a Diſpute with Malchion, which was reduced into 
Writing by publick Notaries, and entred into the Acts of the 
Council, as appears from the ſaid Hiſtory, Tom. 2. p. 374 


and 375. And Eutyches, tho' he was convict by the Depoſi - 


tions of two Witneſſes, yet he was not condemned, untill he 
judicially maintained his Hereſy before the Council of Calche- 
don, as appears from the Words of the Sentence in the Acts 
of that Council, Tom. 4. p. 230, anno 451, in theſe Words, 
That Eutyches was found Eyre T@v nd aeTexypiver x; Toy 
i auts voy xeTaliotoy, from what formerly 1 
and now from his own Confeſſions, to be affected with the per- 


verſe Doctrine of Valentine and Appolonaris, and to follow d- 


us rde ros immurably their Blaſphemies; therefore, cc. he was 

excommunicated and depoſed, tho* with great Relu and 

Tears. And Arius and his Adherents were condemned by the 

Council of Nice, upon what they themſelves advanced, and 
ztinaciouſly adhered to in Preſence of the Council, as appears 
om Socrates's 22 lib. 1. cap. 8. where Mention is 

that Arius and five other Biſhops, viz. Euſebius Biſhop of Ni- 


comedia, Theognis Biſhop of Nice, Maris Biſhop of Calc 


Theonas Biſhop of Marmarica, and Secundus Biſhop of Prole- 


mais, were condemned and excommunicated; and the Reaſon. 


aſſigned is, That they would not agree to the Nicen Creed, 
> 7 2 , 5 

Ad od THY AE Te 2 Txwn|dlTs5, vocem conſub ſtan- 
tialis plurimis cavillis ex dicteriis inſectantes, as tis tranſlated. 

Sto, It is the Privilege of every Perſon, to be allowed to ex- 
plain his own Words and Meaning, and no Perſon was ever 
taken ſhort and concluded erroneous, from a ſingle Expreſſion, 
unleſs he did pertinaciouſly adhere to his Error: Thus when 
Eutyches was accuſed by Euſebius Biſhop of Doryleum, after he 
had been convicted by the Depoſitions of two Presbyters, Theo- 
philus and Mamas, as appears from Act 6th of the ſaid Coun- 
cil, yet he was allowed to explain himſelf in Act 7th, p. 222. 


and tho* this was oppoſed by his Accuſer Euſebius, prete | 


he was already convict by the Depoſitions of Witneſſes, 
that he could yet bring more Witnefles, viz. three Biſhops 
that were there preſent ; and there was Danger, if he was al- 


lowed to explain himſelf ; That he might recant, and that he. 


the Purſuer ſhould be found calumnious; Flavianus the Arch« 


biſhop, as Preſident of the Council, declares, that tho* he. 
ſhould advance a thouſand ſuch Arguments, they would regard 


nothing ſo much as Truth, Kd puveidxis Tadra AA Emir 
vor, nuds Ths danhtdwas £l8v Teri naper. That Council were 
not much concerned to vindicate the Honour of the Accuſer, 
nor had they Pleaiure in Condemnations, Truth was what 


they regarded; and therefore tis well faid there by the Arch - 


bilbop, in Name of the Council, OJ7s Ty aptoCuriey Eü- 


rx 


6 
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ACM, ri @e5TEC90 £02914. Neque presbyterum Eutychem con- 
tinud ſuſcipiet aliquis conſentientem, niſt convincatur quid an- 
te ſenſerit. And accordingly Eutyches was allowed an Op- 
ortunity of explaining himſelf befote the Counal ; but indeed 
be did not do it to their Satisfaction, but perſiſted in his Er- 


ror, which is an Inſtance of a Heretick, who was too honeſt to 


diſſemble or recant; which is ſufficient to refute the unchari- 
table Suggeſtion of ſome, that no Regard is co be had to the 
Profeſſor s Explication or Declarations, becauſe it had been the 
Practice of all Hereticks to diſſemble, when Excommunication 
and Depoſition was ready to be inflicted. 
When Arius was tried by the Council of Nice, Euſebius 
Biſhop of Ceſarea was one of his great . and did op- 
ſe the Article of the 6y,0yotoy, he had himſelf compiled a 
Creed, which had in it this Expreſſion, 4pwr7ixzoy Teon; x- 
otw;. This the Council changed. into yervicderra s -n 
8 ,] To T&T&. This e Euſebius at firſt oppoſed, 
bur ar laſt he went in to it, and upon that Account was not 
condemned with Arius and others, who obſtinately rejected it, 
as appears from the ſaid 8 cap. lib. 1. of Socratess Hiſtory, 
A imo, Tho' one were convict of Error, yet if he recant, he 
could not be depoſed, but is thereby freed from tlie Puniſh- 
ments that are otherwiſe inflicted upon Hereticks; and the 
Reaſon is plain, becauſe no Perſon can be conſidered as a He- 
retick, unleſs he continue to adhere pertinaciouſly ro his Error. 
One may fall very innocently into an Error, through the De- 
fe& of his Underſtanding, or Unattention, which is his Mis- 
forrune rather than a Vice; and therefore he is rather to be 
pitied than puniſhed, and is to be reclaimed by Lenitives and 
Inſtructions, which may convince him of his Error ; but when 
he perſiſts obſtinately in his Error, after having ſufficient Op- 
portunities of Conviction afforded kim, that is looked upon ag 
a Fault in his Will, and therefore to be corrected by proper 
Puniſhments; and accordingly the Scripture-rule is, That an 
Heretick is only to be rejected after the firſt and ſecond Admo- 
nition. Conſonant to this, it has been the Opinion of all 
Lawyers, that no Perſon can be depoſed, or otherwiſe puniſhed 
as an Heretick, if he be willing to retract his Error, which is 
conſonant to the Practice of all Chriſtian Churches, in all Ages 
of Chriſtianity, and is founded upon expreſs Texts of the ca- 
non Law, particularly Decret. Greg. lib. 5. tit. 7. cap. 9. 5 2. 
Quicunque maniſeſiè ſuerint in hareſs deprehenſi, ſi clericus eſt, 
totius eccleſiaſtici ordinis prerogativa nudetur, & fic omni officia 
& beneficio ſpoliatus eccleſiaſtico, ſecularis relinquatur arbitrio 
poteſtatis, animadverſione debita puniendus, nifs continud, poſs 
deprehenſionem errotis, ad fidet Catholics unitatem ſponts recur» 
reres 
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rere, & errorem ſuum ad arbitrium Epiſtopi regionis publics 
conſenſerit abjurare. 

It was noticed above, that Euſebius Biſhop of Nicomedia, and 

nis Biſhop of Nice, having refuſed to ſubſcribethe Nicen 

Creed, were depoſed and baniſhed with Aris; but theſe two Bi- 
ſhops having after wards recanted, were recalled, and reſtor ed 
. totheir Churches, to the Excluſion of thoſe who had in the inte- 
rim got Poſſeſſion of them, Socrates hiſt. lib. 1. cap. 14. If 
therefore their Recantation did intitle them to be reponed ta 
their Churches, it follows, that Gay SY never have been 
depoſed from their Offices, if they retracted their Errors 
before Sentence. | 

Upon the Whole, as the Profeſſor has never defended or 
maintained the Error with which he is charged, on the con- 
trary, he has pertinaciouſly diſclaimed the fame, and has broughe 
the cleareſt Proof, of his having conſtantly taught the Ortho- 
dox Doctrine anent the Trinity, in all Points, and in the 
ſtrongeſt Terms, ſo he has now explained himſelf in ſuch a 
Manner, to the Satisfaction of the Aſlembly, as does liberate 
him from all Imputation of the Error, which they had any Suſe 
icion of his maintaining: And therefore, according to all 

ws and Precedents, he ought to be aſſoilied. 


Eodem die poſt meridiem. The Aſſembly being now to adviſe 


the Import of the Profefſor's Grounds of Alleviation, before he 
and his Procurators removed, they gave in the following Pa- 


pers, Vit. 


I. HE RR being a Difficulty moved by a Reverend Mem- 

T ber of the Aſſembly, about what Profeſſor Simſon had 
affirmed in his ſeveral Papers, now lying before the Aſſembly, 
concerning the Neceſſary-exiſtence of the Perſon of the Son of 
God, namely, whether ( laying aſide the Conſideration of the 
Son's being Mediator) Neceſſary-exiſtence, and all the other eſ- 
ſential Perfections of the Divine Nature, did not belong to the 
Perſon of the Son, as he is the Son of God, and the Second Pere 
ſon of the Trinity, as well as to the Father and Holy Ghoſt ? 
To which the Profeflor anſwered, That ( laying aſide the Con- 
fideration of the Son's being MediatorY in all his preceeding 
Papers, wherein he affirmed, That Eſſential Neceſſary-exiſtence, 
which is common to all the Perſons of the Godhead, docs be- 
long to the Son, his conſtant Meaning, and as he thinks, ac- 
cording to the neceſſary Import of his Words, was, That Ne- 
ceſſary-exiſtence, as all other Eſential Perſections of the Divine 
Nature, doth eſſentially belong to the Perſon of the Son, as he 
is the Sow of God, and the Second Perſon of the Bleſſed Trinity, 
as well as to the Perſon of the Father and of the Holy Ghoſt, 


Fach of which Perſons is eſſentially God, | 
| 2 And 
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And ſeeing all theſe Eſſential Perfeftions do belong to the | 
Perſons of the Son and Holy Ghoſt, equally. with the Father, 
from whom they have them, as mentioned in our Confeſſion, 
they are not different Gods, tho* diſtin Perſons from the 
Father, bur the ſame God, of one Swubſtante, Power and Eter- 
zity with him; fo that the Unity of the Godhead, is One in 
Number and not more. 


Jokx SIMSON. 


II. 11 2 been moved by a Reverend Member of the 

Aſſembly, That he deſired to know Profeffor Simſon's 
Sentiments, with Reſpect to that Paſſage of the Creed of Da- 
maſus, mentioned in his Paper concerning the Proceedings of 
the Committee March 15th, which are about the Middle of 
the Page 217. of the State: The Words are theſe, «© The Fa- 
cc ther begat the Son, not by his Will, nor by Neceſſity, but 
ce by Nature.“ The Member defited to know, If the Pro- 
teſſor was of Opinion, that the higheſt Notion of Neceſſity did 
agree to his Generation, excluding the Neceſſity of Coaction 
and Fatality out of the Queſtion? In Anſwer to which the 
Profeſſot ſaid, That the Second Perſon of the God-head was the 
Son of God by Nature, and that the Father begot him by Na- 
ture, by ſuch a Neceflity, even in the higheſt Senſe of it, as 
excludes the Neceſſity of Coaction and Fatality. 

JohN S1M$0N-. 


There was #lſo offered by the Profeſsor and his Procuratots 
a Repreſentation, ſhewing, That the Profeſsor having laid be- 
fore the venerable Aſsembly the Evidences he pleads for his Inno- 
cence of the Error whereof he has been accuſed, concerning his 
denying or doubting of the Neceſsary-exiftence of our Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt ; from which he hopes, together with his Declaration 
and Explanation of his Meaning and Sentiments on that Subject 
given at the Bar by Word and in Writing, the Afsembly will be 
convinced and fatisfied of his Innocence with reſpe& to the 
groſs Error charged 1 — him. 
He therefore moſt humbly prays and inſiſts for the expreſs 
Judgment of the venerable Aſsembly upon this Queſtion, Whe- 
ther it appears to them upon the whole Proof and Evidence be- 
fore them, that he is guilty of having dcliberately held, enter- 
tained and taught, as his Opinion, that the glorious Son of God 
i not Neceſſarily-exiſtent in the moſt common and ordinary Senſe 
of theſe Words, or if he is not guilty ? And becauſe it would be 
# Hardſhip on the Profeſsor in ſeveral Reſpects, not to give an 
Explicite Determination on this Point, or to reſerve the Confi- 
deratioft of it until they come to give final Sentence upon the 
Libel, upon the whole Evidence that is before them: Therefore 
humbly 6r4ving, That the Afembly would give their Deciſion 
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in expreſs Terms, Whether the Profeſsor is guilty of holding, 
and entertaining, and deliberately. teaching, as his own Opini- 

n, That the glorious Son of God is not Neceſſarily-exiſtent in 
— common and ordinary Senſe of theſe Words. F | 
After ingiving and reading of theſe Papers, the Profefior was 
alſo heard; and then he and his Procurators being removed, 
the Aſsembly did reaſon very long upon the Weight of the E- 
vidences which the Profeflor and his Procurators have pled, 
for alleviating any Cenſure that might be inferred from the Ar- 
ticles of the Libel found relevant and proven againſt him; ang 
it being now late of the Night, they delayed proceeding any 
further in the Cauſe until to Morrow Forenoon. | 
May 15. ante meridiem. The Profeſsor being preſent in the 
Aſembly, gave in the following Paper, viz» 


Mr. Simſon, Profeſſor of Divinity at Glaſgow, 
humbly repreſents to the Venerable Aſſembly, 


T Har he being informed, that his Declaratian Yeſterday 
| emitted has not given complete Satisfaction to every Mem 
ber of the Aſsembly, begs leave, in order to remove the re: 
maining Difficulties, ſo far as he has heard, and does apprehend 
them, to add, That by mentioning the Conformity of his laſſ 
Declaration to his Meaning in his preceeding Papers, he did nog 
intend Þ þ any Reſervation to himſelf of any thing incon: 
ſiſtent I plain Meaning of his laſt Declaration; but an 
the contrary he does renounce and diſclaim any thing in his 
former Papers contained, ſo far as the ſame can any ways im: 
rt an Inconſiſtency with the plain and obvious Meaning of 

is laſt Declaration: | 
And that when he aſserted, That Neceſfsary-exiſtence did be- 
long to the Perſon of the Son as well as to the Father, he 


meant to aſsert it concerning both in the ſame Senſe, withoug . 


any Reſervation of a Senſe peculiar to the Father. 
And further repreſents, That he is heartily ſorry that he ſhould 
| haye uſed any Ways of expreſſing himtelf, in his Papers or 
otherwiſe, that have given occaſion of Offence, or Suſpicion 
of his Soundneſs in f Faith, or that might any way tend to 
miſlead others, tho? not intended by him; and he is ready ta 
it and renounce all ſuch Ways ot Speaking that are thought 
dangerous or unſafc. I 
Jonx Stuso. 


After reading of the above Paper, the Profeſsor's Procura · 

tors craved, That ſeeing there are Offences of different Natures 

mentioned in the Subſumption of the Libel, ſome of a higher, 

and others of a lower Degree; a that according to dit- 
ok. 
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Ferent Degrees of Guilt, a Cenſure heavier or milder muſt in 
Equity fall ro be inflicted : Therefore the Aſsembly would firſt 
declare which of theſe different Crimes he is guilty of, before 
they proceed to determine the Cenſure; that the ſame may be 
proportioned accordingly. And they being fully heard upon 
this Demand, and removed, the Aſsembly proceeded to advi- 
fing of the Cauſe. And the 8th $ of the 7th Chap. of the 
Form of Proceſs, concerning Proceſses againſt Miniſters, being 
read, they did at great Length reaſon upon all that had been 
advanced for the Profeſsor, until the Forenoon was ſpent, and 
then reſolved to delay further Proceeding in the Cauſe until the 
Afternoon. 
Eodem die poſt meridiem. Profeſsor Simſon being called, he 
and his Procutators compeared, and he gave in under his Hand 
a particular Condeſcendence of rhe hk of Error wherewith 


he is charged, and making a Renunciation thereof. The Tenor 


whereof follows. 


Hz Profeſſor, referring to the third Paragraph of his De- 
T clai ation of this Day's Date in a more particular manner, 
begs leave humbly to repreſent to this venerable Aſſembly: 

Imo, That he acknowledges there is a neceſſary Connection 
betwixt Eternity and 3 ſo that whatever Be- 
ing or Perſon is eternal, is Neceſſarily- exiſtent, and ꝰ contrario. 
This is in relation to Mark's Argument againſt the Eternity of 
the World. | 

24o, Though after the moſt ſerious Reflection he cannot recol- 
lect, that ever he uſed this Expreſſion, Chriſtus eft aternus, ſed 
non neceſſario exiſtit, he diſclaims and renounces any ſuch Opi- 
nion'or Expreſſion. | 

3tio, That he does not approve of taking the Words Neceſſa- 
ry exiſtence to ſignify the perſonal Property of the Father; and 
that the Neceſlary-exiſtence of a Firſt Being, who is Author of 
all Creatures, which we demonſtrate againſt the Atheiſts, does 
belong to the Son and Holy Ghoſt, as well as to the Father. 

470, Thar he is heartily ſorry for his having omitted the 
Term Neceſſary-exiſtence, when teaching concerning our Lord 
Jeſus Chriſt; and that he declares his Adherence to his Declarati- 


on of yeſterday's Date, in relation to Chriſt's Neceflary-exiſtence. 


5t0, That he meant not, by impugning the ſecond Article, 
Pag. 181 of the State, as to its Relevancy, to deny the Do- 
ctrine of the Neceflary-exiſtence of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and 
- very ſorry that any Expreſſion in that Paper has given Of- 
ENCE. . 

sto, That the Reaſon of his heſitating in the Committee of 
the 15th of March laſt, to anſwer the Queſtion put to him, 
concerning the Neceſſity of the Generation of the Son of Gop, 
in the Affirmative, was the fame, for which it is * 
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the Word Neceſſuy is denied of it in the Creed of Damaſas 
viz. leſt the affirming it might be ſuppoſed to include Fatality 
or Coaction; and that he has taught that Chriſt is Deus na- 
turà, as is proved by concurring Witneſſes, Pag. 155. of the 
State, § 8. And he already declared what he means. by 
natura, by a Declaration of yeſterday, to which he adheres. 

7timo, The Profeſſor is of Opinion, that the Titles ſummus 
Deus, and the Only True God, are equally applicable to the Fa- 
ther and the Son, and not in any lower to the Son than 
to the Father. | 

To conclude, The Profeſſor here diſclaims and renounces a. 
ny Terms, Expreſſions, or Ways of Speaking, that are contra- 
ry unto, or inconſiſtent with the above Propoſitions ; and is 
exceedingly ſorry that he has given any Offence to his Reverend 
Brethren, or any Member of this Aſſembly, or of the Church 
of Scotland, by his way of expreſſing himſelf upon the Subject 
of theſe Propoſitions. 

And for = furure, the Profeſſor reſolves, through Divine 
Aſſiſtance, that his Dear and Reverend Brethren in this Church 
- ſhall never find Reaſon to challenge or accuſe him of havi 
receded from this his preſent and yeltergay's Declaration. An 
hopes, that this venerable Aſſembly will never fix Error upon 
him, contrary to theſe moſt ſincere Explications of the Senti- 
ments of his Heart. | | 

The above Paper being read, the Aſſembly cauſed alſo to be 
read a Summary of the former Aſſemblies, and of their own 
Proceedings in Profeſſor Simſon's Affair, which was drawn up 
by their Order. The Tenor of which follows, Pg 


FFP 


A 8 ummary of the Aſſembly's Proceedings 
againſt Mr. John Simſon Profeſſor of 
Divinity in the College of Glaſgow. 


T 


H x laſt General Aſſembly 1727, did begin with Libel. 
the ſecond and third Articles of the Libel a- 


inſt Profeflor Simſon; which are, 2. That inteach- In, 2; 
ing his Scholars, he ſaid, That the Independency and 
Neceſſary-exiſtence of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, are 
Things we knew not; That theſe Terms were im- 
pertinent, and not to be uſed in talking of the Trini- 
ty, and that they were Philoſophical Niceties we knew 
nothing about, and are ambiguous Terms of Art: 


Fro. 
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And when his Students argued, That if the Son was 
not. Independent, he was not Neceſſarily-exiſtent, and 
might not have been, and the Father might have 
* been without him; he anſwered, How do you, or 
n 3. how do we know that? 3. That in teaching the 
2 Chapter de creatione, in Martii Medulla Theologie 
Chriſtiane, he ſaid, That his Argument againſt the 
Eternity of the World, viz. Thar if Eternal, it muſt 
be Neceſſarily-exiſtent, was not good, becauſe Chri- 
ſtus eſt æter nus, ſed non ens — — or non neceſ- 
ſario exiſtit. And the ſaid Aſſembly, becauſe of the 
Affinity betwixt theſe two Articles, took them joint- 
ly under their Conſideration, and divided them into 
Prop. 1 Gur Propoſitions. Firſt, The Profeſſor's denying the 
2 — 1 — of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt in teach- 
Prop. 2. ing his Students. Second, His teaching his Scholars, 
c That the Neceſſary-exiſtence of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt 
. was a Thing we know not. Third, His teaching his 
F. 8. Scholars, That the Independency of the Deity of our 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt is a Thing we know not. And the 
Prop. 4. Fourth, His 3 that theſe Terms Neceſſary- 
7 * exiſtence and Independency were impertinent, and not 
to be uſed in talking of the Trinity, and that they 
were Philoſophical Niceties we know nothing about. 
And the Aſſembly found all theſe four Propoſitions 
relevant; and found, That the Profeſſor's Grounds 
ey. of Exculpation advanced by him, and upon which 
Exculpation. Proof had been taken, were not ſufficient to elide 
the foreſaid Articles of the Libel found relevant a- 
— him, reſerving afterwards to be conſidered, 
ow far theſe Grounds (if found proven) might ſerve 

to alleviate. 
"2" The ſaid Aſſembly found the firſt two of the fore- 
Interlectors ſaid Propoſitions proven, notwithſtanding of the ex- 


Interlocutor: 
on Relevan- 


04 Prof. culpatory Evidences offered, and found the third not 


proven. 


The Committee having divided the fourth Propo- 


W ſition of the ſecond and third Articles of the Libel in- 
' Head x, to two diſtinct Heads; Firſt, That the Terms Nece/- 


ſary-exiftence and Independency were impertinent, and 
not to be uſed in talking of the Trinity. Second, 


7 585 That the Terms Neceſſary-exiſtence and Independency 


were Philoſophical Niceties we know nothing about. 
. 7th, Poſt Meridiem. The Aſſembly did agree, 

That the Profeſſor's reaching, that the Term Nece/- 
ſary-exiflence was impertinent, and not to be uſed in 
talking of the Trinizy, Was proven. IF 


May 
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May 8th, Ante Meridiem. The Aflembly found it tntertoancy, 


not proven that the Profeſsor taught, That the Terms e Proof, = 


Neceſſary-exiſtence and «pr were Philoſophi- | * 


cal Niceties we knew 
They had alſo under their Conſideration the fourth Ar, 44 

Article of the Libel, viz. That the Profeſsor in 

teaching gave it as his own Opinion, That the Three 

Perſons in the Trinity are not to be ſaid to be either 

numerically. or ſpecifically One in Subſtance or Eſ- 

ſence: But added, that they were ſo the ſame as to be 

One God in Three Perſons; but gave not any Name 


to, or attempted to give any Notion of that Sameneſs 


or Oneneſs, And they found the ſaid fourth Article Interlocurs# 
relevant in theſe Terms, viz. his teaching as his own 9» Relevan- 
Opinion, That the Three Perſons of the Trinity are 7 
5 be numerically One in Subſtance or 

Eſſence. Ir 


May gth, Ante Meridiem. This Aſsembly found merle 
the fourth Article of the Libel (as above found rele- n Prag. 


vant) ſufficiently proven. 

Eodem die poſt Meridiem. The Aſsembly did agree, Allev. l- 
That the Profeſsor's Defences are not ſufficient to ex- terlocutor on 
culpate him from the Gy laid againſt him, for R{cvenrc, 
having taught, as his own Opinion, That the Three 
Perſons of the Trinity are not to be ſaid to be nume- 
rically One in Subſtance or Eſience, but only to alle- 
viate, reſerving the Conſideration, how far they do 
alleviate, until the Aſsembly come to conſider of the 
Cenſure. 

May 11th, Ante Meridiem. The fifth Article of An. 5, 7,4 
the Libel, viz. That the Profeſsor affirm'd, that the terlocutor on 
Three Perſons of the Trinity were all indeed One God, Relevancy 
and had all the ſame infinite Divine Perfections; and . Proof 
added, That whether the Subject of theſe Perfections 
was different, was a Metaphyſical Queſtion we need- 
ed not determine, was found relevant, but not pro- | 
ven. They found alſo the ſixth Article, viz. Lhat 4. 6, 74 
the Profeſsor affirmed, That in the Trinity there are terlocwtor on 
Three intelligent Beings, relevant, but not proven. Relevancy - 
They likewiſe found the ſeventh Article, viz. That * Proof. 
the Profeſsor ſaid, That Deus Pater fuit ante Deum Art. 7. n. 
Filium, non tempore ſed cauſalitate; and that he alſo r on 
added theſe Words, Ni ſupponamns Deum non poſe = 
creare ab aterno, relevant, but not proven. _ 
May 13th, Poft Meridiem. The Afcembly in con- un 
ſidering the three Articles of that Part of the Libel, from Papers; 
the Pr«.of whereof is brought from the Profeſsor's 


own Papers, agrecd, That the Profelsor's teaching 


* — — 
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Faterlecater or venting, that the Terms vary · exiſlence, Su. 
en Relevancy preme Deity, and the Title of Only True God, 

ref. may be taken, and are by ſome Authors taken in a 
Senſe that includes the perſonal Property of the Fa- 
ther, and ſo not belonging to the Son; and that tho? 
he ſaid, That Neceſſary- exiſtence, Supreme Deity, and 
che Title of the Only True God, might belong to the 
Son, in ſuch a Senſe as included not the perſonal Pro- 
perty of the Father, yet he told not what that Senſe 
was ; but without doing fo, he inculcated the fore · 
ſaid Diſtinction, as a Caution that might be neceſsary 
for Students in reading both ancient and modern Au- 
thors, whether Friends or Adverſaries to the Truth, 
is both relevant to infer Cenſure, and alſo proven 

from the Profeſsor's own Papers and Writings. T] 


Aer Nota, That on May 8th, ante Meridiem, the Aſ- 
* ſembly heard the Profeſsor's Grounds of Alleviation 
" Zs to the ſecond and third Articles of the Libel, and 

the Committee's Proceedings n and heard all 
read three ſeveral Papers grven in by the Profeſsor Fer 
upon that Subject; and then agreed to delay the Con- 
ſideration of what concerns the Profeſsor's ſaid 
Grounds of Alleviation, until they have concluded 

| both Relevancy and Proof of the whole Articles of Xe 

| the firſt Libel againſt Profeſsor Simſon, and reſol- 

| ved, tliat chat being done, they would proceed there- - 

[ | — hearing again any of the foreſaid Papers 72 

. rea 
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| After reading of this Paper, the Profeſſor and his Procura- 
| tors were heard to give a ſhort Account of all that they had 
pled in his Defence, and for alleviating of any Cenſure that 
- a be determined againſt him, and then they were remo- 
ved. After removing Parties, the Profeſſor's Paper being a- 
ain read, the Aſſembly found, That he does therein diſown the 
| e Error he is charged with, and declares his Adherence to the his C 
Truth of the Neceſſary-exiſtence of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. And Ton 
the Aſſembly having long reaſoned upon the whole of this Af- or te 
fair, they agreed to appoint a Committee to conſider what may ER 
be a proper Sentence to be pronounced in this Caſe, and to he de 
draw up the ſpecial Grounds thereof, and report to the Aſ- of hi. 
ſembly at their next Meeting; and they nominated for that end, Prin 
Principal Haddow, Principal Chalmers, Profeſſor Hamilton, cing t 
Mrs. John Gray, John Hamilton, James Smith, Allan Lo- highe, 
| gan, and James, Alſton, Miniſters 3 the Lord Preſident, Lord it, fre 
| Grange, Lord Drummore, Mr. Robert Dundas of Arniſjon, and ao 0 


Pro voſt 


275 
Provoſt Drummond, Ruling Elders ; and appointed them td 
withdraw preſently, in order to prepare their Report. 

May 16th, The Committee named yeſternight about Profeſ- 
ſor Simſon's Affair, being ready to make their Report, he was 
called, and compeared with his Procurators, and then the Com- 
mitee gave in their Report, with a Paper offered to them by the 


Profeſſor. The Tenor whereof follows: 


Fo He Profeſor i of Opinion, and belieyes, That there is 


One only God, that in the Unity of the Godhead there are 
Three Perſons, God the Father, &c. and that the Three Perſons 
in the Godhead are one Subſtance or Efſence in Number; and 
is ſorry, that in his teaching he ſhould have ſaid any Thing 
which has given Ground to any to think, that he taught any 

Thing contrary to this Propoſition. 
| | | John SinsoN, 


Aſter reading of this Paper, and of the Committee's Over: 
ture, the Profeſſor and his Procurators were fully heard to plead 
all they had further to ſay, before the Aſſembly proceeded to a 
Sentence, The Subſtance of their Pleading is as follows, ] 


AA is PR AS NNN ANA 
„ TRIED AIDS 


PLEADING upon the Degree of the 
Cenſure or Puniſhment to be inflicted on 


Profeſſor Simion, upon the 16th Day of 


May 1728. 


8 Ixc we underſtand that it is reſolved by the Aſſembly; 
that ſome Puniſhment or Cenſure ſhall be inflicted upon 
the Profeſsor, notwithſtanding the ſatisfying Declarations of 
his Orthodoxy, and of his Readinets to quit and forbear all ſuch 
Terms and Expreſſions as are thought dangerous and unſate, 
or tending to ſhake or darken the belief of the Truth: And 
fince many of the Members have declared their Opinion, that 
he deſerves a Cenſure no lefs than Depoſition, theſe Declarations 
of his notwithſtanding ; which Opinion they found upon this 


Principle, That an erroneous Perſon not perſiſting, but renuun- 


cing the Errors charged againſt him, is thereby freed from the 


higheſt, but not from all Puniſhment 3 that is, as they explain 


it, from the Greater Excommunication, but not from Depriva- 


tion of his Office in the Church: According to Which _—_ 
R 
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he is not to be delivered over to Satan, but is to be depoſed; 
they are for ſuffering him to continue a Chriſtian, but not to 
be a Miniſter of the Goſpel in this Church. 

It is therefore neceflary that we ſhould be heard a few 
Words upon this Principle, which is the Foundation of that ſe- 
verc Opinion, and is a Point of Canon Law; and we (hall 
prove, that Renunciation of Error frees not only from the highs 
eſt, but from all Puniſhment that according to the Rules muſt 
have becn 16fliRed for it, if perſiſted in, or pertinaciouſly ad- 
hered to. | | 

We {hall in the preſent Argument ſuppoſe, though we do 
not believe it true, and no ſuch thing has been yer found by 
any Judgment of the Aſſembly, That the Profeſsor was guilty 
at the one ſingle Oceaſion libelled, of deliberately or adviſedly 
uttering, as his own Opinion, that Chriſt was not Neceſſarily- 
exiſtent, which is the only Error directly charged againſt him; 
and though it ſhould be ſuppoſed, that at other Occaſions he 
had deliberately vented the ſame or other Errors, which he has 
now difowned and renounced by his Declarations, our preſent 
Argument equally proceeds, Thar in reſpe& of thoſe Declaras 
tions, he cannot juftly be depoſed any more than he can be ex- 
communicated, 

To prove this we arc to uſe the Authority of the 

i Remarks on» Canon Law, not only becauſe it has been cited f for 
P:Simion's the other Side of the Queſtion, but as being the moſt 
m proper Authority to determine a Queſtion of this Na- 
ture; for though it may not be directly binding upon 
the Church of Scoiland as a Statute or neceflary Rule, yet it is 
an Authority highly to be reſpected, as conſiſting of the De- 
crees of Councils in tlie earlier Ages of the Church, and the 
Sentenres and Opinions of very learned and pious Men, and as 
ſuch, it obtains and is followed as a Rule in all the Countries 
of Chriſtendom, as well the Proteſtant as Roman Catholick, 
and is obſerved in Civil as well as Ecclchaftical Courts: This 
ve are told, among others, by Duck a learned Engliſh Author, 
Who in his Book de «ſu & autoritate Juris Civilis, Lib. 1. Cap. 
7. N. 18. has theſe Words, Ita jus Canonicum omnes Principes 
populique Chriſtiani ſine religionis diſcrimine admiſerunt & reti- 
nen e/uſque non utilitas modò [ed neceſſitas etiam ab omni- 
bus nationibus Chriſlianis agnoſcitur. 

We have not choſen to trouble the Aſsembly with bringing 
voluminous Books of the Text, or Expoſitions of the Canon 
Law, but have contented our ſelves with a Compend of it, 
and & Paſſage thereof which has been cited for the other Side 
of the Argument, it is Arnoldi Corvini jus canonicum, Lib. 4. 
Tit. 7. de Hereticis : This Chapter begins with a Definition of 


te Crime, Heæreticus (ab hareſi, id eſt, electione _ 2 qu | 
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nam; c, harefis 24. Qu. 3. eamque pertinaciter defendit. c. qui 
in Eccleſia. 24. Qu. 3. | | 

After deſcribing the Nature of the Crime, and the manner 
of proceeding in it, he 2 ſets down the Puniſhments 
which the Canon Law appoints for Perſons convicted of Here- 
ſy, which are diſtinguiſhed with reſpect to their Perſons and 
their Goods: As to their Perſons, the firſt thing is Qudd excoms 
municantur, & quod à Conciliis & officiis publieis removentur ; 
and as to their Goods, quad ea confiſcantur; &, ſs Clerici ſint, 
Eccleſia, à qua ſtipendia 9. adjudicantur. 

Then the Author proceeds immediately after explaining the 
Penalties, with this Paragraph, Prediftas pœuas effugiunt, coxti+ 
uu pol erroris deprehenſionem, ad fide: Catholics unitatem recur, 
rendo, & errorem ſuun ad arbitrium Epiſcopi regionts publich 
abjurando, ſatisfactionemque congruam exhibendo, c. ad Apoſtor 
licum, hic c. ſuper eo. eod. in 6. c. ſtatutum 15. S fin. hic c. ad ay 
bolendam 9. cod. Qui enim parati ſunt erroris correctionem acci: 
pere, non ſunt heæretici, c. 19. dixit Apoſtolus 24. Qu. 5, 

Here it is evident, that Perſons convicted of Hereſy are faid 
by the Canon Law to be free from all che Penalties withoue 
Diſtinttion, the Loſs of Office and Stipend, as well as Excommu: 
nication, by returning to the Catholick Faith and abjuring 
their Errors. a6 

This being the Senſe of the Canon Law, is a very ſtron 
Authority to prove, that it is agrecable to the Rules of Juſtice 
and Righteouſneſs, and to the Precepts and Spirit of the Go- 
ſdel, ta deal thus tenderly with a Perſon reclaimed from an Er: 
ror into which he has unhappily fallen; and if any Members 
of the Aſsembly be of a different Opinion, as to what Juſtice 
and their Duty requires, in ſuch a Caſe they muſt at leaſt be 
ſenſible, Fury Lo the reſt of the Churches in Chriſtendom fol, 
low this Law for their Rule, it will not be for the Reputation 
of the Church of Scotland to differ from all the reſt, and to ack 
by particular Rules gf its own, af greater Rigour and Severity 
than are practiſed ayowedly t; any Chriſtian Church or Tribus 
nal whatſoever. 4 | 

But we ſhall further directly prove, that this Doctrine of the 
Canon Law is agrezable to the Precepts of the Goſpel, and ta 
the Practice of tne Chriſtian Church in the earlier Ages thereof, 
and of Proteſtant Churches and Councils ſince the Reformation, 

We have a Law ſet down in Scripture, in the Epiſtle to Ti- 
zus, Chap. iii. 10. I Man that is a Heretick, after the firſt 
and ſecond Admonition, reject. In which Text the Word Here: 
tick is underſtood by Commentators in the like Senſe as in the 
above mentioned Definition of the Canon Law, particularly 
by the learned Grotius, who thus explains it, Herecicus hic eff 
qui per opinionem de Eccleſia partes facit; qui in id diſputat, 
wt ſibi diſcipulos paret, * contempta z ergo tales ſunt — 
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mend: ſemel atque iterum, ex precepto Chriſti, Mattli. xviil. 17. 
Ad fi nom proſit abrumpenda cum is familiarior conſuetudo. 

As to Precedents, we ſhall mention a few ancient and mo- 
dern, to ſhew that the Practice of the Chriſtian Churches has 
been agreeable ro theſe Principles of the Scripture and Canon 
Law. 
One of the earlieſt Hereticks concerning the Divinity of our 
blefſed Saviour, was Paulus Samoſatenus, Biſhop of Antioch, 
who held that CHRIST had no Being before he was born of 
the Virgin Mary, and that of Man he became Gop; concern» 
ing him was held the Council of Antioch in the Year 264, 


the Heretick maintain'd his Doctrine in the Council, but they 


argued with him, and he pretended to be convinced; upon 
which he was diſmiſſed at that Time, without any Cenſure in- 
flicted. After this indeed, he continuing to vent his erroneous 
Doctrine, there was a ſecond Council held upon him in the 
Year 269, wherein he diſputed with Marchion in Defence of 


his Sentiments, and the Diſpute was taken down in Writing by 


Notaries; upon which he was convicted, and thereupon depo- 
ſed and excommunicated by the Council, and another Biſhop 
elected in his Place. Fleury Hiſt. Fccl. Lib. 8. 

In the like manner the famous Council of Niece, which con- 
demned Arrius and his Adherents, made an Exception of all 
thoſe, who though they had r the ſame Opinion with 
Arius, and had defended the ſame in the Council with great 
Animoſity in Preſence of the Emperor, and to the Number ot 
Seventeen, refuſed to ſubſcribe the Creed: They were not im- 
mediately thereupon depoſed, but were allowed to quit their 
Errors, and receive the Orthodox Faith; which was done, 
firſt by twelve of the ſeventeen, and afterwards by three more: 
So that there remained only two, who perſiſting obſtinately in 
their Error, and adhering to the Opinion of Arius, were by 
the Council depoſed and condemned together with kim. Fleury 
Hiſt. Eccl. Lib. 11. | 

A third Inſtance ſhall be of Eutyches, who was likewiſe a He- 
retick concerning the Perſon of our Saviour, denying the U- 
nion of the two Natures, the Divine and Humane, in him after 
his Incarnation. He was tried by a Council at Calchedon, in 
the Year 448; wherein, after a Proof had been brought againſt 


him by two Witneſſes, he was interrogated concerning his O. 


pinions, and allowed to explain himſe'f: And he venting his 
Errors in Preſence of the Coundil, they endeavoured to per- 
ſwade and reclaim him; and at length, he being obſtinate, and 
refuſing ro be convinced, Sentence is pronounced againſt him 
in theſe Terms: That being fully convicted, both by the Proof 
of his paſt Attions, and his preſent Declarations, as holding the 
Error of Valentine and Apollinaris, and pertinaciouſly follows 
ing her Blaſphemies; and in reſpect that he bad no Regard 1 
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the Advices and Inſtructions of the Council, to receive the Or: 


thodox Doftrine : Therefore the Council do with Tears and 
- Groans, by reaſon of his total cutting off, declare, in the Name 


of Jeſus Chriſt, whom he had blaſphemed, that he was depri- 
ved of his Sacerdotal Office, and of the Communion of the 
Church. | 

After the ſame manner the modern Proteſtant Synod of Dore 
proceeded with thoſe that were condemned by them for Error, 
viz, the Remonſtrants; the Sentence againſt whom ſets forth, 
Quit errores publice & privatim voce ac ſcriptis in vulgus ſpar- 
ſerunt, & acerrimè propugnarunt, Synodus declarat atque judi- 
caſes own illos pervicacie reos & convittos teneri; quas ob 


cauſas omni Eccleſiaſtico munere interdicit, eoſque ab officiis ſuis 


abdicat, donec per ſeriam reſipiſcentiam Eccleſia ſatisſaciant x 
quod nos in ipſorum bonum & totins Eccleſie gaudium exoptamus. 
It is remarkable, that though the Sentence recites, That theſe 
condemned Paſtors had ventcd and publithed Errors, and with 
great Animoſity maintained them; yet the Crime of which they 
are convicted and found guilty, as the only Reaſon for inflic- 
ing the following Cenſure, was the Obſtinacy or pervicacia 5 
And the Sentence is qualified, and made conditional or tempo- 
rary, by theſe Words, Donec Eccleſiæ ſatisfaciant. From which 
it is evident, that if theſe Paſtors had given Satisfaction to the 
Synod before the Sentence was pronounced, there had been no 
ſuch Puniſhment as Depoſition inflicted. 

Theſe Authorities and Examples afford a clear Proof, what 
is the Rule of proceeding with a Perſon who has been guilty 
of Error, but renounces it before Sentence: It remains then 
only to examine, if there be any ſpecial Circumſtances in the 
Profeſſors Caſe that take him out from under this common 
Rule, and make him an Exception to it, and in a worſe Con- 
dition than ordinary Hereticks who have been convicted of hold- 
ing and maintaining Error, but renounced it before any Con- 
demnation pronounced. ; 

There is indeed one Exception eſtabliſhed in the Canon Law, 
That thole who relapſe into Error which they have once ab- 
Jured, and purged themſelves from, are to be puniſhed in the 
ſame Manner with pertinacious Hereticks. But the Profeſſor is 
not in the Caſe of this Exception: For as he was never former- 
ly accuſed of the Errors charged in this Libel, ſo he was neyer 
convicted of any Error, nor ever renounced or abjured any ex- 
roneous Opinion. 

It has however been objected, firſt, That he is not in the 
Caſe of the Canon Law; which requires, in order to the He- 
retick's eſcaping Puniſhment, that he ſhould. continud poſt er- 
roris deprehenſionem, ad fidet Catholice unitatem recurrere, & 


errorem ſuum abjurare; whereas it is alledged, that the Pro- 


fellor has never till now given ample Satisfaction, though it is 
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about two Years ſince he was quarrelſed for Error, during all 
which time he has been obſtinately defending himſelt. 

It is anſwered, That the Fallacy of this Argument muſt be 
obvious: For the plain Senſe of the erroris deprehenſio, is the 
Conviction of the Offender when he is found guilty by a Judg- 
gent, and not the ſuppoſed 1 made by the Accuſer 
when he does firſt charge it upon the Party accuſed. 

This is the neceſfary . of the Canon Law, as it is ex- 

ained by the Author before mentioned, Corvinus; who, after 

has told us, That de hereſs convicti puniuntur in perſona ex 
in bonis, in the Manner already mentioned, adds, Pradictas 
parnas effugiunt continud poſt erroris deprehenſionem — erro- 
rem ſuum abjurando. Now, who are theſe qui effugiunt pra- 
 diflas penas ? No other, ſurely, than the Perſons de hereſs 


convicti, who were ſaid to be puniſhed in ſuch and ſuch Ways, 


unleſs they avoid that Puniſhment abjurando errorem ſuum. Or 
how can it be called errorem ſuum, or their Error? Not, ſure- 
3 becauſe they are accuſed of it, or that it is laid to their 

rgez but becauſe they have been convicted of holding or 
maintaining it. 

It is therefore evident, that ſo far is the Profeſſor from be- 
ing too late in renouncing the Errors charged againſt him, 
as not being continud * deprehenſionem, p to this 
Hour there is no erroris deprehenſio, that is, he is not convicted 
or found guilty, of horny or maintaining any Error; and he 
has not owned that ever he did fo, or that he ever delibe - 
xately or adviſedly uttered Words of erroneous Meaning. 

There is another Paſiage of an Author objected to the Pra- 
feſſor, which has been urged againſt him, to prove, that he 
falls under an Exception from the general Rule, and that is 
from Dam houderius in his praxis rerum criminalium, cab. 61. 
where he has theſe Words, &i qui ſententiam quamvis falſam 
ſuam atque perverſam, nulla pertinaci animoſitate defendunt, 
preſertim quam non audacia ſus preſumptionts pepererit, ſed 3 
ſeduFtis & in errorem lapſis acceperunt; quarunt autem cauta 
olicitudine veritatem, corrigi parati cum invenerint; nequaquam 
inter hareticos ſunt deputandi. 

From this it is obſerved, that the Aſſembly muſt determine, 
whether this Pannel has been ſeduced? Whether his Opinions 
have been produced audacia ſue preſumptionis? Whether 


they have proceeded from Ignorance, or been defended by 


him nulla pertinaci animoſitate? 


It is difficult to find out, where the Objection lyes in this Ci. 


ration, and theſe Obſervations againſt what we are now plead- 
ing, Damhouderius in the Pallzge cited, ſpeaks almoſt in the 
fame Words withthoſe of Corvinus before cited, in his zd Par. 
of the tit. de hereticis; but neither of them ſay any Thing, 


gut cap hurt our preſent Argument for the Profeſſod. Thes 
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They ſay, that a Man is no Heretick, tho' he entertains a ves 

erroneous Opinion, even tho* he defend or argue for the 
Truth of it, provided it be not pertinaciouſſy, that is, if he do 
not ſhow a willful Obſtinacy, in maintaining the Error which 
he has embraced, but ſhows a Willingneſs to learn the Trut 
and to be corrected and convinced, when he has diſcovered it; 
and that this is eſpecially true of thoſe, who were not them - 
{elves the Authors or Inventers of their Error, but have un- 
happily been infected, by embracing the Errors of others who 
were formerly ſeduced and gone altray. 

Now what is there in all this Deſcription | which hits the 
Profeſſor, ſuppoſing he had ever held the Errors charged upon | 
him, viz. the denying the Neceſſary-exiſtence, or proper and | 
true Divinity of our Bleffed Saviour, or his being with the Holy | 
Spirit One with the Father? Theſe are no new Hereſies 
of his Invention, which theſe Authors mean by being produced | 

| 


audacia ſue præſumptionis: And ſo far has the Profeſſor been 
from defending erroneous Opinions ulla pertinaci animoſitate, 
that he has never defended them at all, but always pertinaci- 
ouſly diſowned the Errors laid to his Charge. Has he ever 
maintained or argued in this Trial, that Chriſt was not Neceſ- 
ſarily-exiſtent, or was not One God with the Father? All the 
Contention or obſtinate wrangling ſo much complained of, 
which the Profeſſor has been guilty of, has been a ſtrenuous 
allerting of his own Innocence, and vindicating himſelf from 
the Miſtakes concerning the Meaning and Intention of his 
Words, which were the only Cauſes of Suſpicion of his Ortho- 
doxy. He has never denied the Truth itſelf, but has always 
dented that he ever denied it. i. e. he refuſed to admit the 
Truth of the Fact alledged againſt him, that he had vented Er- 
ror: And if this be a culpable Obſtinacy, that a Man who is 
conſcious of his Innocence, and that he never in Reality held 
or maintained the Opinions charged _ him, ſhould ſtre- 
nuouſly inſiſt upon his Defence, and not tamely ſubmit to 
—_— his Accuſers aſſerted, the Profeſſor is indeed guilty of 

t. 

We hope thereſore we have proved, that ſo far is the Pro- 
ſeſsor from being in the Caſe of any Exception from the Rule, 
which we have now aſserted, that he is indeed in a far ſtrong- 
er Caſe, than would be neceſsary to intitle him to the — 
thereof; and therefore that he argues 4 fortiori from it, for the 
Rule rclates to Perſons, who have truly been guilty of Error, 
and are duly convicted thereof: And even theſe, if they profeſs 
Repentance, we have ſeen, that by the Rules of Scripture and 
the canon Law, and the Practice of the Chriſtian Churches in 
all Ages, being Miniſters, can no leſs be depoſed from their Office, 1 
than — can be excommunicated; and therefore, far leſs can the iN | 
Profelsor be depoſed, who has not been convicted of any Er- 


ror, 


1. 
ror, nor ever maintained or argued for the Errors charged a2 
ainſt him; but all along alerted his Innocerice, and profeſt 
* Adherence to the Orthodox Doctrine of the Cliurch, which 
he has expreſt to the Satisfaction of the Aſsembly in theſe his 
laſt Declarations. | | | 
And if this Argument be good, to ayoid the Cenſure of De- 
fition for the Firſ# Branch of the Charge againſt him, viz. 
the direct Crime of Error, it muſt be much more forcible to 
prove, that Depoſition cannot be inflicted for the ſecond Branch 
of the Charge, viz. venting. Things of a bad Iendency, to 
ſhake and darken the Belief of the Truth, exc. | 
And to conclude, we have no — or Accuſer at the 
Bar to challenge him, but we ſhould be glad if any Member 
of the Aſſembly, who is of Opinion for the Profeſſor's Depoſi- 
tion, would ſhow us any Authority, truly in Point of Canon- 
iſts, or other Lawyers, for ſuch a ſevere Cenſure; or any one 
Precedent in all Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, from the Death of our 
Saviour to this Day, of a Miniſter of the Goſpel being depoſed 
by any Eccleſiaſtical Council or Synod, in like Circumſtances 
with bole of the Profeſsor. 


Parties being removed, the ſaid Paper and Ovetture of the 
Committee were again read, and the Aſsembly reaſoned there- 
upon; and ſeveral Amendments having bcen propoſed to be 
made to the foreſaid Overture, the Committee was appointed to 
withdraw and reconſider the ſame, and bring it in amended, as 
was propoſed; and the Committee having gone out, the Af 
ſembly went on to- their other Buſineſs. After ſome Time, the 
Committee returned, and again preſented their Overture with 
the Amendments, and the ſame being ſeveral Times read and 
reaſoned upon, was at length agreed to by the Assembly in 


the Terms following, viz. 


H General Aſcembly having maturely conſidered the Af. 
T fair concerning Mr. John Simſon Profelsor of Divinity in 
the Univerſity of Glaſzow, with all that hath appeared to them, 
both from the Depoſitions of the Witneſßes, and his own Writ- 
ings and Papers, do find, that in his Papers given in to the 
General Aſsembly upon the 14th and 15th Days of this Inſtant, 
and this Day, he — aſsert the Neceſſity of the Exiſtence 
and Generation of the Perſon of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. — 
Alſo, that he declares, that the Titles, ſummus Deus and the 
anly true God, are equally applicable to the Father and the 
Son, and not in any lower Senſe to the Son than to the Fa- 
ther. — Likewiſe, that he affirms, that the Three Perſons in 
the Godhead, are one Subſtance or Fſſence in Number : There- 
fore the General Afcembly does find, that his Sentiments, as 


above expreſsed in his foreſaid Papers upon theſe — a 
ou 


2 FF ROTO T3 > ©. g 1 


„. 
a - 
> 


& % 


= $9; 

wund and Orthodox. — * conſidering what hath 
: — * . relevant and payed, gals, -4 this 

| preſent, and the preceding General Aßembiy, of his hav 
taught and . — rang; Bas 2 himſelf in lack 
Terms as are ſubverſive of theſe Bleſſed Truths, as they are 
contained in the Holy Scriptures, and laid down in our Con- 
feſſion of Faith and Catechiſms, and tend to ſhake the Belief of 
and to injet needleſs and ill grounded Doubts and 
Scruples into the Minds of Men, and to render them dark and 
uncertain, as to what they ought to believe — Ns 
ſame; and likewiſe conſidering the great Offence which he 
hath given, by neglecting ſo many Opportunities, during the 
Courle of the Proceedings againſt him, of giving Sati>faction to 
the Judicatories of the Church, as to the Soundnels of his Faith 
concerning theſe important Articles, find themſelves obliged, 
for the Honour of Truth, and in order to prevent the ſpread» 
- A Error, and preſerving the Purity of Dottrine in this 
Church, to teſtify their high Diſlatis faction with his Conduct 
and Behaviour; and many Members declaring, that they thought 
the ſaid Mr. John Simſon deſerved Nepofiuon, che Aflembly, 
after mature Deliberation, conſidering that the Proceſs is not 
' intirely finiſhed, and the other Circumſtances of the Cale as it 
now 5, did agree to ſuſpend, and hereby do ſuſpend. the 


foreſaid Mr. John Simſon from Preaching and Teaching, and 


all Exerciſe of any Eccleſiaſtical Power or Function, until ano» 
ther General Aſſembly ſhall think fit to take off this Sentence: 
And this Aſſembly does leave it to the next enſuing General 
Aſſembly, to do concerning him with Relation to this Proceſs, 
and the other not yet brought under Conſideration of this AG 
ſembly, as to them ſhall ſeem fir. And the Aſſembly further 
orders the Proceedings of this Aſſembly to be printed, and to 
be tranſmitted, with the State of this Proceſs, printed by an 
Order of the Committee of the laſt Aſſembly for * Do- 
frine, to the ſeveral Presbyteries of this Church, they 
— ſend up their Commiſſioners to the next Aſſembly, duly 
ſtructed upon what they think proper to be further done in 
that which remaius of Mr. Simſon's Affair. 
After approving of the foreſaid Overture, the Profeſsor was 


called in, and the Aſsembly's foreſaid Sentence being read and 
intimated to him, he was enjoined to obſerve and obey the 


fame. And the Assembly gave the Committee for Purity of 
Doctrine their moſt hearty Thanks, for the Zeal they have 


ſhewed for Truth, and the great Pains they have taken in this 
Proccſs againſt Profebor Sinan. 8 
8 Toe 


ne 


KEEN K NK K K K AE KK ** 
N ere n 
2 Os TS — 
Of 0636 0626 06 6 269606 6 0646 e 366 4606 6-06 366 06 3963606 26 6 063 


w 7 2 
"OTE. 
” *> 


ds 


pits 
5 


The LIBE IL. 


Ox &s8MvcHas, according to the Seriptures, and the Do- 
ctrine of this Church, contained in our Confeſſion of Faith 
and Carechiſms founded thereupon, our Bleſſed Lord IESGbs 
Cunts r, the Son of Gop, the Second Perfon of the moſt 
Glorious and Adorable Trinity, is Very and Eternal Go p, of 
one Subſtance; and equal with the Father; and that in the 
Unity of the Godhead, there be Three Perſons of one Sub- 
ſtance, Power and Eternity, Go the Father, Go the Son; 
and Go the Holy Ghoſt ; the Father being of None, neither 
Begotten nor Proceeding, the Son Eternally tiegotten of the Fa- 
ther, and the Holy Ghoſt Eternally Proceeding from the Fa- 
ther and the Son; and which Three Perſons are one True Eter- 
nal Go. the ſame in Subſtance, equal in Power and Glory; 
although diſtinguiſhed by their perſonal Properties aforeſaid; 
LIE EIS, by the twelfth Act of the General Aſſembly of this 
Church, held in the Ycar One thouſand ſeven hundred and 
ten, all Perlons are diſcharged to vent any Opinions contrary 
to any Head or Article of our Confeſſion of Faith and Catechiſms 
aforefaid, or to uſe any Expreſſions in relation to the Articles 
of Faith, not agreeable to the Form of ſound Words expreſſed 
in the Word of God, and the ſaid Confeſſon and Catechiſms, 
which are moſt valuable Pieces of our Reformation: And b 
the ninth Act of the General Aſſembly held in the Year 1717, 
you Mr. John Simſon, Miniſter of the Goſpel and Profeſſor of 
Divinity in the Univerſity of Glaſgow, are particularly prohibis 
ted and diſcharged to uſe ſuch Expreſſions that do bear and are 
uſed by Adverlaries in an unſound Senſe, even though you 
ſhould difown that unſound Senſe, or to teach, — or o 
ther wiſe vent Opinions, Propoſitions, or Hypotheſes, not ne- 
eeſſary to be taught in Divinity, and which give more Occafion 
to Strife, than to promote Edification, Nevertheleſs it is of 
Verity, char you the faid Mr. John Simſon are guilty of Im. 
pugning, or Diſowning, or Denying the foreſaid Neceſſary and 
Fundamental Truths of the Goſpel, at leaſt of undermining the 
fame, and teaching and venting, or maintaining Things incon- 
SAcne with, of tending to overturn the Belief of the — 
. r 
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"Truths, or to ſhake the e inject noedlefs and 
ill· grounded Doubrs and Scruples into the Minds of Men, and 
to render Men dark and uncertain as to what they ought to be- 
lieve concerning the ſama : At leaſt; you have in teaching, or 
peaking, or writing, uſed ſuch Expreſſions about the Iruchs 
-aforelaid, that do bear and are uſed by Adverſarics in an un- 
ſound Senfe, or have vented ſuch Opinions concerning the ſaid 
Truths, as are not neceſſary to be taught in Divinity, and 
which give more Occaſion to Scrife than to promote Ediſica- 
tion: ſo far as, you the faid Mr. John Simſon did on one 
or other of the Days, of one or other of the Months, of one ar 

other of the Years, One thouſand ſeven hundred and twenty 
five, or One thouſand ſeven hundred and twenty fix, or of the 

'bypaſt Months of the Year Oue thouſand ſeven hundred and 
twenty ſeven, Maintain, Teach, or otherwiſe Vent the Opi» 
nions, Propoſuions or Hypotheſes, or in Teaching or Speak -: 
ing, uſed the Expreſſions, and proceeded as aſter mentioned, 
or uſed other Exprefſions or Propalitions directly, and not b 
Inference, to the ſame Import, & wit, Lou did alter 

Teaching concerning the Hleſſed Trinity ; and particularly, 

That w you formerly uſed to give your Students the fol- 

lowing Caution, viz. That the Term Perſons, when applied to 

the Bleſſed Three in the Godhead, was not to be taken | 
ly in the ſame Senſe, as when ſpoken of Creatures, you forbo 
to give them the ſaid Caution; as alſo, 'yau have owned an 

acknowledged, that in ſpeaking af our Lord Jasvs CARS A, 
you uſe nor the Terms Neceſſary-exiſtence nor Independencys 
and gave this pretended Reaſon ſor it, That they are not men- 
. concerning CAI r in the Holy Scriptures, ar our 
Confeſſion of Faith, or the Syſtem you teach. And further, 
In teaching your Scholars, you have ſaid, That the Indepen- 
dency ind Neceſſary · axiſtence of our Lord CHrzs 7 were 
Things we knew not; That theſe Terms were impertinent, 
and not to be uſed in talking of the Trinity; and that were 
Philoſophical Niceties we nothing about, and are ambiy 
guous Terms of Art. And when your Students argued, That 
if the Son was not Independent, he was not Neceſſarily-exiſtent, 

and fo might not have been, and the Facher might poſſibly 
have been without him; You anſwered, How do you know, 
or how do-we know that? And yet further, in reaching youg 

Students the Chapter, de creatione, in Marti Medulla Theolo, 
fie Chriſtiane, you ſaid, That this Argument again the Eter . 
nity of the World, viz. That ;fFrernal it muſt be Neceſſarily. 
exiſtent, was nut 'goed, becauſe Chriflus eff aternus, ſed nom 
ens neceſſarium, or non neceſſario exiſtizs. As alto, in teachi 
you gave it as your own Opinion, and the Judgment of the P 


mitive Fathers, that the Three Perſons of the Trinity are nos 


te be faid to he either Numcrically or Specigcally Ong in Sub- 
1 of S 3, | ſtance 
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'Narice or Eſſence; but added, they were fa the fame as to be | 
One God in Three Perſons: but gave not any Namè io, nor " 
attempted to-give any Notion of that Samenels or Oneneſs; nor 
cul” Gita be any but Numerical Onenels of Subſtance or Eſ- 
ſence confiſtent with the Godhead,” who is but One in Num- 
ber, and not more. And you having aſſerted, Thar the Three i 
Perſons were all indeed One God, and had all the ſame In- | 
finice Divine Perfections; you added, that whether the Subje& 
of theſe Perfections was different, was a Metaphiſical Queſtion 
we need not determine. And * — likewiſe affirmed, That in 
the Trinity there are Three Intelligent Agents or Beings. As 
alſo you taught, That Dews Pater eſi ante Deum Filium non 
tempore ſed cauſalitate; and added the following Expreſſion, 
Ni ſupponamus Deum non poſſe creare ab ærerno. And like wiſe F 
you have — or vented, That Self-exiftence, Neceſſary-exiſt- | 
ence, Indepen „Supreme Deity, and the Title of the Only 8 
True GOD, may be taken, and were by ſome Authors taken in $ 
a Senſe that includes the perſonal Property of the Father, and 
ſo not belonging to the Son: And though you ſaid, That Ne- 
ceſſary· oxiſtence, Independency, Supreme Deity, and the Title of 
the Only True — 1 belong to the Son, in ſuch Senſe 2 
included not the perſonal Property of the Father; yet you told 
not what that Senſe was, but without doing ſo, you have incul- 
cared the foreſaid Diſtinction, as a Caution that may be neceſla» 
ry for Students, in reading both ancient and modern Authors, 
whether Friends or Adverſaries to the Truth. And further, you 
uſed to affirm, after inſiſting on the foreſaid Diſtinction, with 
reſpect to the Self exiſtence. of the Son, That you would take it 
as a Piece of uicful Caution or Inſtruction both to you and the 
| Students, if the. Presbytery of Glaſgow would declare the true 
| Meaning of that ' Ezgliſh Term of Art, (as you thought fit to 
call it) when it is to be affirmed of the Perſon of the Son; 
| and you ſaid the ſame of the Holy Ghoſt. All, or any of 
which, in ſo far as they may reſpectively infet all or any of the 
Errors, or unſound, dangerous and unſafe Ways of teaching or 
expreſſing as above libelled, being found proved, You the ſaid 
Mr. John Simſon ought to be proceeded againſt with the Cen - 
ſures of the Church, according to the Demerit and Quality of 
the Offence, which ſhall he proyed; and that for your Inſtru- 
ction and juſt Correction, and ta prevent the flowing in and 
3 of Error, and to preſerve and nn of 
e Doctrine of the Goſpel in this Church. At Appointment of 
the Presbytery, this is ſigned by 2 


Glaſgow, Merch 39. 
1727. 
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